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ABBREVIATIONS
Abbreviations used follow those listed in the "Instructions 
to Contributors," Society of Biblical Literature Member's Handbook 
(1980). References to texts, grammars, or lexicons are given either 
by the author's name.(i.e. "Segal" refers to M. H. Segal, A Grammar 
of Mishnaic Hebrew), or by the authors' initials (i.e. "BDB" refers 
to F. Brown, S. R. Driver, and C. A. Briggs, Hebrew and Lexicon of 
the Old Testament). These standard; reference works will not be 
listed in the "Select Bibliography."
In addition to these, the following abbreviations are 
employed.
CHB) Cambridge History of the Bible, 3 vols. (ed. by P. Ackroyd, 
et al.) Cambridge: 1963-1970.
Chr Trad, J. Pelikan, The Christian Tradition, 3 vols. Chicago, 
1971-1978.
ODC, Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church (2nd Edition; ed.
by F. L. Cross and E. A. Livingstone). Oxford: 1974.
NIDCC; New International Dictionary of the Christian Church (ed.
by J. Douglas). Grand Rapids: 1974.
Rest Q , Restoration Quarterly.
WDCH, Westminster Dictionary of Church History (ed. by J. Brauer), 
Philadelphia: 1971.
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INTRODUCTION
J. T, Willis in an article entitled, "Fundamental Issues in 
Contemporary Micah Studies,"^ lists three problem areas in the 
study of the book of Micah: first, the present arrangement of the
book and the process behind it; second, the authenticity of the hope 
oracles; and finally, the interpretation of difficult passages, |
In the intervening years, five major commentaries have appeared on
2 . . .  . 3Micah, yet the situation remains essentially the same.
The present thesis grew out of an investigation of the inter­
pretation of the difficult passages in Micah. Willis identifies 
these passages as Mic 1:10-16; 2:6-11; 4:11-13; 4:14-5:5; 6:1-8;
7:7-20 (p. 77). Since space would not permit a thorough investiga­
tion of the history of the interpretation of all the difficult 
passages, Mic 4:14-5:5 was chosen because of the interesting î
exegetical problems it presents (see pp. 131-134).
Part 1 is an examination of the versions, Qumran Literature, 
and the NT use of passages from Micah. The translations of the four 
principal versions— the Septuagint, Targum, Peshitta, and Vulgate—  
are examined to establish their characteristics and translation 
techniques. Next, the texts from the Dead Sea are examined as yet 
another witness to the Hebrew text of Micah. Finally, the NT citation 
of OT texts is also examined as important witnesses to the state of 
the Hebrew text centuries earlier than the extant manuscripts of the 
OT. The examination of the NT texts also includes allusions to 
texts or themes in Micah, since these too provide information 
regarding the text as well as its interpretation in the early Christian 
community. In all this, it was found that the MT of Micah, admittedly
i
difficult in parts, is the best approach to understanding the text 
of Micah. The Versions derive from a Hebrew text of essentially the 
same character as the MT, and, with few exceptions, represent a less 
satisfactory sense than the MT when there is a divergence from the MT.
Part II is a survey of the history of the interpretation of 
Mic 4:14-5:5. The history of exegesis provides a thorough background 
to the problems involved in the passage and solutions proposed.
Rather than limiting our investigation to modern critical exegesis, 
the major commentaries from all periods, as well as from a broad theo- 4
logical spectrum, are investigated in order to provide a fully 
informed position from which responsible exegesis could be undertaken.
One of the more interesting and important points to emerge from the 
study is that in the pre-critical commentaries, the tensions within 
the pericope (which modern scholars attribute to different hands at %
work on the text) are often felt as keenly as in the modern commenter- i
ies. However, pre-critical commentators seek solutions to these 
tensions through a wide variety of literary and exegetical solutions, 
rather than atomizing the passage into different periods of composi- Î
tion. Thus, both critical and pre-critical exegesis provide valuable - I
insights into how the text came to be and how to understand it in its 
present form. The history of exegesis also raises the issue of the 
"literal sense" of a passage. It was found that the understanding of 
the "literal sense" was inconstant, whether between periods (e.g. 
the Post-Reformation and the Modern), or even within a period (e.g. 
between Antiochene and Alexandrian exegesis). Careful attention to 
the text was always the constitutive element, but this never worked 
independently of broader philosophical and theological constituents.
Part III is an exegesis of Mic 4:14-5:5. It is suggested that 
the core of the pericope comes from Micah (4:14 in particular) to 
which a later editor, someone firmly rooted in both Mican and Isaia- 
nic traditions, has added material in order to cast the oracle into a
2
messianic prophecy (5:2 in particular). Mic 5:4 and 5 have been 
edited (perhaps from a pre-exilic "hope" oracle) and attached to the 
preceding verses by an exilic or post-exilic redactor to strengthen 
the messianic expectation.
Part IV is a translation of the commentary by Eliezer of 
Beaugency on Micah. Eliezer comes at the end of the medieval Jewish 
exegetical activity, and the commentary proves to have a number of 
interesting interpretations which are not present in the other commen­
taries of this important period. For exmaple, Eliezer interprets 
’TTAJ.i to mean "cutting oneself” as in Deut. 14:1 and similar passages, 
The Targum, Rashi, Ibn Ezra, and Kimchi are unanimous in takïng this 
to mean "assemble together in troops." Thus Eliezer, together with 
Jerome, becomes an important witness to the meaning of "cutting one­
self" over against the interpretation of the Targumist. The 
translation of this commentary was seen to be a fitting conclusion 
to the thesis.
All references to biblical texts follow the MT; any reference 
in parentheses is to English, Greek, etc. verses where they differ 
from the MT. Words or phrases in Syriac are typed in Aramaic 
characters. Full bibliographic information is given in a footnote 
the first time a work is cited. Subsequent references to the work 
will appear in the body of the text by name and page number. If an 
author has two or more works cited, a word from the title will be 
included so confusion does not arise. For example, R. Gundry's 
commentary on Matthew will be cited as, "Gundry, Commentary," while 
his earlier work, The Use of the Old Testament in St. Matthew's 
Gospel, will be cited as, "Gundry, Use."
CHAPTER ONE
THE VERSIONS, DEAD SEA SCROLLS, NEW TESTAMENT AND 
THE MASORETIC TEXT OF MICAH
INTRODUCTION
Textual criticism, one of the oldest critical investigations 
of Scripture, is the starting place for any egegétical undertaking. 
With the fortuitous discovery of biblical manuscripts in the Juda­
ean Desert, textual criticism was given new impetus both in terms 
of what it was able to achieve and in terms of scholarly attention. 
Notwithstanding the perdurability of textual criticism and the 
renewed interest, fundamental problems still persist. Indeed, the 
title of B. J, Roberts' recent essay, "The Textual Transmission of 
the Old Testament," indicates the extent that these persistent
problems have changed the way some view the task of textual
• 2criticism.
Following the plethoric activity generated by the Dead Sea 
3Scrolls, S. Talmon raised one of the first flags signalling that 
all was not well in the fortress of textual criticism. His express 
concern was to show new directions that textual criticism could 
take "in direct conjunction with the wider realm of biblical 
studies" (p. 321). He argued that the "creative impulse" did not 
end with the authoring of a biblical text, but overlapped with the 
history of the transmission of a text. Once this is accepted, the 
separation between "lower" and "higher" criticism is less distinct, 








M, Greenberg's essay, "The Use of the Ancient Versions for 
Interpreting the Hebrew Text,"^ is a fine example of using textual
J
criticism in the exegetical task. His essay includes a comprehen­
sive treatment of a single pericope, as well as outlining theoretical 
implications and practical guidelines. The proper role of textual 
criticism in the exegetical task, Greenberg argues, is working out 
the meaning of a particular text, not with reconstructing a hypo­
thetical one. Thus when one tarries over the meaning of the 
divergencies between texts, rather than jumping immediately to the 
question of which reading is "original," unexpected insights may 
follow. As Greenberg sums up his own study: "We have tried to
show through study of two examples that divergencies between MT and %
G in Ezekiel (and by implication elsewhere) may constitute alterna­
tive messages, each with its own validity. Exegetical rewards 
came, in each case, by asking not which reading was the original 
one, but what effect did the divergence work on the messages of 
the respective versions" (p. 140). ?
Finally, J. Sanders' Presidential address for the Society 
of Biblical Literature, "Text and Canon: Concepts and Method,"
gives a survey of issues in textual criticism against the backdrop 
of two major projects on the Hebrew text: the Hebrew University
Bible Project and the United Bible Societies Hebrew Old Testament 
Text Critical Project. He appeals for a pluralistic view of the 
canon and an appreciation for the pluralistic texts that functioned 
authoritatively in the varied believing communities. This appeal |
is not only a way for understanding the text, but also for under­
standing our place in the stream of hermeneutical tradition 
(Sanders, pp. 26-29). He states, "There is no early biblical 
manuscript of which I am aware no matter how 'accurate' we may %
5
conjecture it to be, or faithful to its Vorlage, that does not have 
some trace in it of its having been adapted to the needs of the 
community from which we, by archaeology or happenstance, receive 
it, Such observations are relative and pertain not to method in 
text criticism, but to the concepts on which method is based"
(p. 13, italics added).
Thus a pluralistic view of the texts (especially in the early 
period), the recognition of the on-going creative impulse of 
scribes and translators, and the authoritative role a text or 
translation plays in the community are relevant factors in how we 
view the task of textual criticism. Moreover, it is by tarrying 
over the texts with these observations in mind that exegetical 
insights emerge.
We begin our study of Micah with an investigation of the
5 4four principal versions: Septuagint, Peshitta, Targum, and
Vulgate. When one considers that the standard critical editions of 
the OT, Biblia Hebraica (3rd. Edition) and, more recently, Biblia I
Hebraica Stuttgartensia, are based upon codices of the ben Asher
family— Leningrad, Aleppo, and, on the Prophets, a Qaraite manu- 4
1script from Cairo— which date to the end of the first millennium, 
these early translations, though in themselves difficult to date, >
become important witnesses to a text or textual tradition that may 
antedate the textual tradition of the MT.
The first step in assessing the relationship between the MT |
and the versions is to try to ascertain the text which underlies 
the version— the Vorlage. This raises problems in itself; "There 
is no retroversion without a residue of doubt, and what seems self- 
evident to one scholar may look like a house of cards to his 
fellow."^ Thus the^e is no claim that the Vorlagen proposed are
... y'.h..-A,-:*. :ilüj.... i.plm
incontestable. Rather, they are suggestions of what seems most 4
likely in the present state of our knowledge.
Once the Vorlagen of a particular version are reconstructed, |
they must be seen in the light of the MT. The MT is the vehicle for 
reconstructing and understanding the text; as Greenberg states,
"Only through it [i.e., the MT] can sound exegesis, interpreting 
the Hebrew by the Hebrew, be achieved" (p. 147). One must focus 
on the MT; any discrepancy between it and the Vorlage of a version 
calls for comment. If the MT is obviously corrupt, the reconstructed 
Vorlage serves as a basis for emendation. However, even if the MT 
is sound, the divergence still calls for explanation. It then adds 
to our knowledge of the nature of the early texts and the transla- ;f
tion techniques employed.
It follows from this that the exegete must be predisposed 
to the hypothesis that "every element in his text has significance"
(Greenberg, p. 147). Every translation involves interpretation;
"For interpretation is no more than the effort to assign meaning to 
a message,"^ Thus a divergence is not seen first and foremost as a 
means to supplant the MT, but is seen in the context of its own 
literary and sociological milieu. Correlation and contrast both 
illumine the text— but only if one does not resort prematurely to 
text alterations. Each divergence affects the message, and this 
must be assessed before the final question can be answered of which J
reading is the "best."
When evaluating the versions against the MT, it is not enough 
simply to count the number of versions for or against a particular
greading. When readings from the "Christian" versions (LXX, P, or 
V) agree against the MT, it may only reflect one reading against 




only when the significance of the variants in the versions is ;
assessed can the "best" reading be suggested.
The "best" text, as Greenberg suggests for a working défini- |
tion, is that text by which the other can be most easily explained: 4
"If the critic can identify (or reconstruct) the reading from .s
which the variant(s) in the other witness(es) can be derived, and 4
Iif he can indicate how the variant(s) came into being according to
Ithe documented ways in which texts become corrupted or altered, he
will have established the best reading that the extant witnesses
make available" (Greenberg, p. 148). The task is to establish the II «
/ %best text and thus no attempt is made to recover a "lost original."! | f
If one text cannot be explained in terms of another, then the
. . .  9exegete has reached the limits of his inquiry. The focus then 
shifts to the plurality of texts and their authoritative roles with­
in the particular community.
In this initial investigation we will not, however, seek to 
establish the "best" text of Micah; rather we seek only to identify 
the general characteristics and translation techniques of the 
versions, and whether, on the whole, the particular version 
represents a consonantal text different from the consonantal text 
of the MT. In the exegesis of Mic 4:14-5:5 we will seek to 
establish the "best" text of that pericope.
THE SEPTUAGINT
Tradition links the best known of the ancient versions to 
an Alexandrian community during the third century b.c. It has long 
been recognized that the Letter of Aristeas is apocryphal in nature 
and probably arose as an apologia for the new translation from the 
Sacred T o n g u e . N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  it is generally agreed that elements 
in the story can be accepted as reflecting the origin of the
8
J
translation; the Septuagint, or at least the translation of the 
Pentateuch, arose in a Greek-speaking Jewish community in Alexandria I■1
during the third century B.C. The LXX is not a single translation,
as tradition would have it, but many translations, as can be seen
by the diverse ways in which the books are translated, and even the 3%
disparity within a particular book (e.g. Jeremiah). In Thackeray's
study of the LXX of the prophetic books, he failed to detect more
than one translator in the Minor Prophets.
The translation of the Pentateuch into Greek was "totally
12without precedent in the Hellenistic world," because there were 
no direct models to emulate or examine. Bickerman points out that
there were dragomen in the ancient Near East; however, the LXX was 
unique in that it was a public d o c u m e n t , T h u s  while the trans- '%
lator(s) of the Pentateuch had only "rudimentary equivalents"
(Bickerman, p. 180), the translator of Micah had at least the LXX -|
of the Pentateuch for his model. But does the translator exhibit I
any sense of having learned from his model? Roberts suggests, as a 
rough classification that, "on the whole the translation tends to 
deteriorate the farther it is from the Pentateuch" (OT Text, p. 181).^^
When classifying Micah specifically, Roberts suggests that the LXX 
can be of "considerable" help in restoring the Hebrew text (OT Text, 
p. 187). Similarly, R. Meyer states that the MT is in worse 
condition (schlechter) than the former Vorlage of the LXX.
However, Rudolph says that the LXX "Bietet der textkritik bedaurlich ;f
I
wenig Hilfe" (p. 26), and appeals to it only six times for emenda­
tion.
Two studies specifically related to the LXX of Micah should 
be mentioned. First, M. Collin^^ argues on the basis of a compari- é
son between selected passages of the MT, the LXX, and the Qumran 
texts of Micah that the MT and the LXX each represent two different M
9
textual traditions. Aq acts as a bridge between the two recensions. 
Mur. 88 follows the tradition of the MT, but IQpMic and 4QpMic may 
represent yet a third textual tradition. However, two questions 
arise from this study. First, one must question how much F. M.
Cross' local-text theory influences the conclusions of this study. 
There is always a tension between the theories and presuppositions 
one brings to a text and what the text itself will support. In 
this case, it appears that, in the interest of carrying forward a 
promising theory, the theory has unduly influenced the results. This 
will become more clear after our own study of the LXX, but when 
Collin says that the LXX translation of Mic 1:10-16 represents both 
a clear and coherent translation and a different textual tradition 
from the MT, and another scholar concludes that the LXX of this
passage is an inferior translation of a text essentially the same 
as the MT;^^ then something is amiss and some comment is in order. I
Of greater importance, however, is the fact that Collin only 
examines two pericopes; Mic 1:10-16 and Mic 2:6-13. One must 
question whether this is an adequate representation to draw the 
conclusions Collin wishes to draw. No real attempt is made to
flclassify or come to terms with how and why these divergencies existjl 
between the LXX and the MT. For example, at 1:10 Collin observes I^  
that the LXX corresponds to ^ over against MT, iT'JAiJ • 4
IHe says that it is likely the lamed dropped out of the MT (why?), |
and that this represents two different traditions. Collin notes 
that Aq supports the MT, but fails to note that Sym, V, and Tg I
also support it. P's translation corresponds tol‘7'»Aîi. Thus, the 
text is more complex than Collin would lead us to believe. The 
verb[iEYaAÙV8lVtranslates the rootblA at Mic 5:3 (5:4) and else­






Also notice the influence from 2 Sam 1:20,, "Tell it not in Gath 1
 ^HA2 the daughters of the Philistines rejoice"
4l]nO"Til ) ! The exultation of the Philistines over Israel's dis- 5
.5tress is portrayed in this dirge over Saul's death. Observe also I
Obad 12, "...And you should not have rejoiced (nOTB) over the people -<
of Judah. . .you should not have boasted (373 ‘7TAÏI ) in the day of |
distress." The verb '71A J is translated in LXX by jjgYaÀOppnyOVI^aQÇ I
which is used elsewhere for the hiph* il of *77A (e.g. Judg 6:17;
Ps 35:26 [34:20]; Ezek 35:13). Furthermore, there is the possibil- -#
ity that the text has been damaged or miscopied and the LXX 
represents a conflation of the original text with either an alter­
native or erroneous reading (see Melamed below). To state simply 
that the readings represent two texts, or that a lamed has dropped 
from the MT appears to be an oversimplification of the problem.
The problem is more complex and may involve influences from other 41
1texts, a damaged text or alternative reading, a reconstruction £d f
sensum, etc. The question of which reading is the "best" yet 
remains. The conclusion one draws is necessarily tied to the 
broader issue of the characteristics of the LXX or MT, as well as 
an exegesis of the passage as a whole. If the MT of Micah, or even 4
of this particular passage, were characteristically corrupt, then 
the LXX reading might be favoured. If the author were making a 4
conscious effort to make allusion to the passage in 2 Sam 1:20, then 
the MT might be favoured. At any rate, Collin's study appears to #
be too narrowly represented and does not take sufficient cognizance 
of the complexity of a particular reading.
The second study is by E. Z. M e l a m e d . H i s  study is marked |
by a detailed and comprehensive examination of the whole text of 
Micah. He notes that the LXX of the Bible is not the work of one
1 1
I
   ■ ■■■- : ' -,
hand and was not translated at one time; the translation grew and 
thus the lexical stock of the translators changed. He then classi­
fies the many divergencies between the LXX and the MT, and offers 
brief comments and parallel passages to account for these. He 
concludes that a great many words and expressions are changed 
because of the imprecision of readings, difficult forms, influences 
from other passages, and so forth. Thus Melamed explains the LXX 
in the light of the MT, and concludes that on the whole the LXX 
is an inferior translation, not a different textual tradition.
One could question, however, whether Melamed's view of the 
MT unduly influences his conclusions. He nowhere states what 
authority he accords the MT, but in his study the MT holds the 
central position. Since he gives a detailed account before he 
draws his conclusion:, it is easily checked by examining the various 
classifications and explanations. Using 1:10 as an example, Melamed 
argues that the reading which was before P, i'7‘>AjI , was also before 
the translator of the LXX. A proof-reader added a daleth above the 
word and the translator (or copyist before him) attached it to the 
word and read • Melamed still does not address the possi­
bility of influences from other passages; nevertheless, he gives 
an explanation that could account for all the readings (cf. Green­
berg's assertion that the best reading is the reading by which the 
others can be explained).
This disparity of opinion concerning the LXX reflects the 
complexity of evaluating it as a translation. Undoubtedly basic 
attitudes towards the MT, the LXX, and the other versions influence, 
to a greater or lesser degree, the conclusions one will draw from 
these texts. Nevertheless, it is only through this constant 
dialogue between a text and scholars that the problems are clari­
fied and solutions can be adequately evaluated.
12
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THE SEPTUAGINT OF MICAH
Mic 1 : 1 serves as a convenient starting place for discussing 
the characteristics of the versions on Micah. The LXX commences 
with a formulaic "And the Word of the Lord came..." which appears 
to be influenced by other introductory formulas. The LXX of Jonah 
1:1 and Mic 1:1 read the same, but the Hebrew of Jonah 1:1 reads 4
• Hos 1:1 and Zeph 1:1 are similar to Mic 1:1 by"
having n?n IK/N but read gg GYGVnGv ITpÔÇ in the LXX. The 
LXX of Amos 1 ; 1 mistakenly understands to refer to the
"words of Amos" and treats as a place-name, "In Nakkarim"
(notice also the confusion between daleth and resh!). Finally,
Zech 1:1, which has n?n, reads eYGVGTO AÔYOÇ KUplOU TtpÔÇ
in the LXX (cf. Hag 1:1). Syh, Theophylakt, and the LXX translation 
in Jerome's commentary conform to the MT of Mic 1:1, as do V, P,
and Tg. No clear pattern emerges in these formulas, though the
other introductions follow the word order of the MT.
What suggests either influence from other introductory 
formulas or simply a misunderstanding of Hebrew, is the LXX trans­
lation of "the Morashtite." The LXX understands the title as a 
patronymic reference, "the son of Morashti." Hos 1:1; Joel 1:1;
Jonah 1:1; Zeph 1:1; and Zech 1:1 have x6v ToO for M T - p .  At 
Hag 1:1 for x?l]n ’AH , which most closely resembles n3?0 i'
LXX has ’Ay y Co U To O RpOÇ^TOU • Furthermore, the translator 
does not appear to be familiar with Jer 33:18 (LXX), which reads
M L x a C a ç  o  M u p a B U n c  •
The initial words of Mic 1 : 1 thus suggest influence from 
other books of the Minor Prophets, and alert us to the possibility I
that the translator's knowledge of Hebrew idiom and perhaps even 
Palestinian geography is questionable. There is also the possibil­
ity that the translator's text is slightly damaged; or that, since
13
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"1
1-IMic 1:1 is the work of an editor, the text was still fluid at the |
4time of the translation. However, none of the other versions 5
support this, and the LXX translation is not an improvement on
19 ^the MT.
The remainder of the translation of Mic 1:1 is straight­
forward. Observe, however, the avoidance of asyndeton by the 
insertion of the conjunction before the names of the Judaean kings, &
and the insertion of nSpC before "Jerusalem."
Although the translation of Mic 1:1 does not altogether 
indicate it, the translator takes noticeable care to render his 
Vorlage literally. For example, in Mic 1:3, m n ’ ri3n is
rendered as SCoXL C5o0 KÙplOÇ • For the participle xy? , the
translator employs eKTTOpeÙETaU. "ÊK TOÛ TÔïïOU aÙXOO corresponds 4'I
toinipnn . The verbs are translated by Kaia0f|O8TaL 4
KaC ènuPrioexai . Finally, yix ’h i m  "zy is rendered
as enC x6 xnç vnç .
Even when the translator appears to be hopelessly lost, as
in 7:4, he still follows the word order as reflected in the MT.
First, the initial words of 7:4 are taken as the predicate of the
final verb in 7:3; "They will take away their good things" (MT
D21P is rendered as "the best of them" by RSV). Next, the translator
mistakenly read p m  for p m  and adds "moth," "as a moth devours and
advances" (ip? is either read as a participle, or from the root Tiy) .
RSV translates the Hebrew as , "like a brier, the most upright of |
them a thorn hedge." The LXX takes (RSV, "watchman") as a
20nounT»gy|3 , "in the day of waiting" (or "look-out place" ), and 
connects it with the preceding (contra RSV). The LXX implies the 
same consonantal text and word order as the MT, although the vocal­




that the LXX is "so forced and unnatural that we are compelled to 
decide against [ it]" (p. 165).
That the sentence division and vocalizaion differ from the 
MT is not unusual in the LXX of Micah, and should come as no sur­
prise since the MT came nearly a millennium later than the trans­
lation of the LXX. For example, at 5:3 (5:4), the waw is omitted 
before (perhaps through haplography with^tn^w ) and the sen­
tence is rendered by the LXX, "In the glory of the name of the Lord 
their [notice the pi. suf. for the sg. of the MT; this conforms to 
the pi. verbs] God they shall dwell." At 1:10 the final words 
continue into 1:11; "According to your laughter you shall sprinkle 
yourself with dust." Examples of different vocalizations can be
found at 1:11 where the LXX reads "her cities" (n’lv) for "nakedness"T vr
(n?iy); and at 2:7 foriiBxn, the LXX reads-jnxn , 6 AéyWV .
Mic 7:4 further indicates that although the translator 
struggles to follow the consonantal text and word order of the 
Hebrew, he nevertheless must supply missing elements or reconstruct 
ad sensum. For example, at 2:4 afterKaT£M8Tpl*|0n , "have been 
measured" (MTl’B?), the translator adds "with a line" (cf. 2:5 
*72n . Also, at 1:11 after the translator has mistakenly
taken Vxxn as a noun and not a place-name, he adds aùxfiç to 
smooth out the translation. Thus, although the translator endeavors 
to be literal and follow the word order of his Vorlage, he will, 
on occasion, add an appropriate predicate, or additional words where 
the sense warrants it.
The example of 2:4 above and the discussion of 1:1 indicate 
that the translator may be influenced by other verses or biblical 
passages. In 1:6, the translator renders m P n  ’yV as ètç 
ÔnwpacpuAâKLOV àpyoû , "into a hut of a field." Isa 1:8 reads
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"And the Daughter of Zion is left like a booth of a vineyard, like 
a lodge , LXX 0nUpa(puA0KLOV ) in a cucumber field."
Similarly, cf. 5.4 (5:5), "your land" (MT, "our land"), with Isa 1:7, 
"Your country lies desolate..." (cf. p. 18$). Within the book of 
Micah itself, compare the rendering of Qvjpjn , XOÛÇ SâKVOVTQÇ, 
with 5.4 (5:5)?3?D] , which is rendered as S^YpaTO (reading
shin for samekh).
In contrast to these instances where there is an apparent 
influence from other passages, the translation shows a lack of 
influence, especially from the LXX of other books. For example, at 
3:1 and 3:9 YNIW? , "leaders of the house of Israel"
is rendered as ol KaxâAounOL o CkOU 'lopa^A , "the remnant of the 
house of Israel." Elsewhere in Micah KaxàAOLnOÇ translates
(cf. 2:12; 7:18). At Isa 1:10 is correctly translated
as âpXOVXrjÇ . At 2:1 the idiom, Dl? VxV E»’ '*3 , "for it is
in the power of their hand" is rendered, "for they do not raise 
their hands to God." In the LXX of Gen 31:29 and Deut 28:32 the 
idiom is correctly translated as, "Now as my hand has power,..."
This apparent unfamiliarity with the LXX translations of other 
books also manifests itself in the way the translator treats the 
place-names in Micah. For example, at 6:5 "Shittim" is rendered by 
XWV GXOCVWV » whereas in the LXX of Num and Josh it is correctly 
ZÔXXLV (or the like). Observe that at Joel 4:18 (3:18) Shittim 
is similarly translated as xÛV GXOCVWV (cf. p. 38 )•
We have argued that the translator apparently misunderstood 
some words in the text (1:1, 2:1, 3:9, etc.). He also appears to 
translate less familiar words with better known words. For example, 
at 2:8, LXX renders nn‘7W , "robe," as sCpDVH , "peace." Similarly, 
at 7:3 forpl^wi , the LXX has sCpnviKÔÇ • Perhaps the Vorlage 
was read as Ql‘7ü2 ; however, the possibility exists that the 
translator is simply predisposed to translating as "peace"
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Ibecause he is not familiar with the less common homographs. These 4verses in Micah support this since 2:8 and 7:3 represent different 
meanings of the root oVw, and, more importantly, "peace" is 
inappropriate in both instances and thus represents an inferior 
reading. Both Tg and V support reading two kinds of cloaks at 2:8 
(P follows the LXX by reading "peace"). Similarly, at 7:3 the other 
versions support reading "bribe" for OlYPl . For the figurative 
use of throughout Mic 2:1-11, the translator was content to
render it literally employing the verb, 5aKpÙ8LV , "weep." Like 
"peace" in 2:8 and 7:3, "to weep" in 2:1-11 is inappropriate.
Finally, at 1:11 for the difficult n?iy i\ï>l , "in nakedness and I
shame," the translator reads , xâç TTÔA8LÇ aÙxfîÇ , and omits 4
Jiya altogether.
The multifarious divergencies from the MT do not indicate a 
consistent or conscious effort to transform or paraphrase the text, 
as the translator of the Targum so frequently does. However, at 
4:5 and 6 there appears to be a deliberate change of the text on 
the part of the translator for theological purposes. At 4:5, "For 
all the peoples walk each in the name of its god," is rendered by 
the translator as "because all the peoples will walk each in his
own way." At 4:6, "And those whom I have afflicted," is rendered
as, "And those whom I have drove away." This is the only place 
where the verb anti)08lV translates the root yyi . The other 
divergencies do not reflect this conscious effort to transform a 
word or verse and result, more often than not, in a reading inferior 
to that of the MT (cf., for example, Taylor's remarks on 1:1, 4:5-7; 
or 7:4).
In conclusion, these few examples indicate the complexity of the 
LXX translation of Micah. On occasion he is woodenly literal, yet ;
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he will add words if necessary and often deviates from the MT, 
whether through ignorance or error. The translator appears to be 
influenced by other passages, yet shows a surprising lack of 
knowledge of the LXX of other passages that could have aided his 
translation. In all this, however, the consonantal text of the 
MT appears to be the best explanation of the many divergencies; 
and yet precisely because there are so many divergencies, an explan­
ation is required. There is the possibility that the Vorlage of 
the LXX represents a different text-type or recension. In most 
of the divergencies we argued, however, that the LXX was inferior 
to the MT. If it is indeed a different, yet inferior, recension, 
it is of marginal help in unravelling the difficulties of the text 
of Micah. The translator appears to lack a depth of knowledge of 
the Hebrew language (e.g. the rendering of "Morashtite" in 1:1; 
"leaders" in 3:1 and 9, etc.). Melamed suggests that the translator 
spoke Aramaic, and that recourse to the Aramaic can help explain 
some divergencies between the LXX and the MT (p. 105). There is
also the possibility of a damaged or indistinct text that the 
translator utilized.
Whether the Vorlage of the LXX is different or damaged, or 
whether the translator himself lacked sufficient knowledge or 
resources for the undertaking, as a general principle the MT remains 
a better guide for understanding the book of Micah, and any appeal to 
the LXX for emendation should be made with caution.
THE PESHITTA
The name Peshitta, i.e., "The Simple (Version), " derives
either from the simplicity of the translation (the vernacular
language is employed), or from the antithesis to the Syro-hexaplaric
21and later periphrastic translations of the OT
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Fixing a date, authorship, or even a text of P is complicated 
by the turbulent history of the Syrian church itself. When Nestorius, 
Bishop of Constantinople, was expelled from his post early in the 
fifth century, Syrian Christianity was left with a great schism. The 
different recensions— Nestorian, Jacobite, Melchite— arose out of this 
division. Further complications arose from P's contact with other 
versions, particularly the LXX, and, because of its proximity to 
Palestine and the likelihood of Jewish converts within the church, 
the Targum.
The origin of P is likewise obscure; is it Jewish, Christian, 
22or Jewish-Christian? The complex history of the text makes the
question of origin all but unanswerable. With the recent appearance
of a critical edition of P, scholars at last have a stronger basis 
23for evaluation. Whether a reading is original or whether it 
reflects a later influence of inner corruption is still difficult 
to determine.
Roberts and Voobus characterize the translation of P on 
the Minor Prophets as somewhat free. Sebok is more precise when he 
says that the translator endeavoured to render his Vorlage faithfully, 
but was not unduly concerned with being exact to the letter (p. 8).
THE PESHITTA OF MICAH
P of Mic 1:1 gives an indication of the freedom the translator 
took with the Hebrew text as well as his faithfulness to it. On this 
verse the translator follows the Hebrew word order but employs the 
syntax of Syriac (the pron. suf. on "word" in conjunction with the 
rel. pron. to form the genitive relation) and supplies the preposi­
tion "concerning" before both Samaria and Jerusalem (whereas MT has 
the preposition only before Samaria). However, the translation 
itself conveys the sense of the Hebrew with no expansions (cf. Tg) 
or misunderstandings (cf. LXX).
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In addition to employing Syriac grammatical constructions 
where they might differ from Hebrew ones, the translator also, on 
occasion, will alter the word order or change the person or number of 
a verb or noun. For example, in 1:2 for 0*73 0?Dy , P has Htioy ]TD'73 
(cf. also the 2nd per. suf.) and for 032 m i l ’  the translator
has N in o  x m iO  K in  1132 . These transpositions may result from
the translator emphasizing certain words, as perhaps in 1:5 where 
"all of this" precedes "the transgressions of Jacob;" or perhaps 
because in Syriac the normal word order requires the reversal, as in 
2:12 where "all of you" precedes "Jacob," just as in 1:2 as noted 
above. Nevertheless, these transpositions are characteristic of the 
translation as a whole.
The translator also takes liberty to change the person or num­
ber of a verb or noun. As was noted above concerning 1:2, "all of 
them" has been changed to "all of you." Since the imperative is 
employed, the context suggests that this change is appropriate; 
however, there is little doubt that the MT is the reading the trans­
lator had before him. The translator also changes a verb if the 
context suggests such a change; for example, at 7:19 the MT has 
3rd. pers. sg. verbs but then changes to the 2nd. pers. sg., "thou 
wilt cast." The translator of P continues with the 3rd. pers. 
throughout the verse; "He will turn and have mercy on us; he will 
gather all our iniquity and cast all of our sins into the depths of 
the sea." The translator also changes a noun from sg. to pi. or vice 
versa. For example, at 3:10 the MT has D’ÜT2 , whereas P has NDT'2 ; 
or at 5:11 (5:12) where P has 1’7 ’N 1J3 for 17’» (cf. 5:12 [5:13] 
where MT has the pi. 1 ’ 7 ’  ). These examples suggest that the trans­
lator takes liberty with his text with regard to the person or 
number of a verb or noun in order to make his text more consistent 





common in the versions as a whole, and need not suggest a different ‘
Vorlage or text-type.
-iObvious scribal corruptions such as confusion of letters, 
dittography, haplography, and so forth, are difficult to identify in f
P. At 1:11 P has ’7iy , whereas MT has ’liy; an obvious confusion if
between daleth and resh. At 1:15 oVy*? is often taken as a scribal 
mistakes ("Sebbk, Taylor). However, notice that "he shall come" is 
translated by "he shall exalt" (X^y] ), and thus the place name would ^
be inappropriate, and the change to "forever" (omission of the daleth) 
may be more deliberate. Conscious or deliberate changes account for %
the greater part of the divergencies between the MT and P. For 
example, at 7:19 the MT reads, "he will tread ( Ü23’ ) our iniquities" 
preceding "thou will cast all our sins into the depths of the sea," 
whereas P translates this as, "he will gather (W12331) our iniquity
and cast our sin...." God first "gathers" the sins and then "casts"
25them into the sea.
These suggest that what at first looks like an obvious scribal 
mistake may, on closer inspection, reflect a conscious transformation 
or ad sensum rendering of a word or phrase by the translator.
In addition to deliberate changes, other divergencies from the 
MT can be accounted for by influence from either the LXX or Tg. At
7:3 for the hapax legomenon m n i y ’l, P reads n’VOXI with Tg'sVp^pl . |
Tg appears to be reading lyn for the more difficult H2y . Similarly, 
at 4:8 P, with the other versions, reads Vh x where MT has Voy. The 
LXX exerts the most influence on P. For example, at 7:4 P reads,
"they have become like rags which are eaten by a moth." The MT has 4
"the best of them is like a brier (j77n ), the most upright of them a =|
thorn hedge" (RSV). The LXX mistakenly translates the Hebrew as,
"As a moth [added to the text] devours ( PIH) and advances (15’ )"
(cf. p. 14 ). Similarly, at 1:10 P reads 1170» (Hebrew, l'?’Aji ) ^
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"rejoice," for MT 17’Ail (cf. LXX, |J£YaAÔVEa0S , and 2 Sam 1:20).
The last example also shows the possibility of influence from 
other biblical passages. The most obvious example of this is at 4:1-4 
where influence can be detected from P's translation of Isa 2:2-4.
At 4:1 the translator adds, "all of them" to "peoples" who flow to 
M t . Zion. Isa 2:2 reads, "And all the nations shall flow to it."
Also at 4:3 P omits "many" before "people," as in Isa 2:4; notice 
also that the translator of Isa 2:4 adds "afar," which is not in the 
Isaiah passage but is in Mic 4:3. There also appears to be influence 
from Num 34:7, "From the Great Sea you shall mark out your line to 
Mount Hor," on Mic 7:12 where P has "Mount Hor" for MT inn i m  .
Divergencies from the MT which appear to be influenced by 
other versions display themselves in additions or in changes to the 
person or number of a verb or noun. For example, at 3:1 P adds 
"These (things)" after the imperative "hear," and LXX has àKOÙoaxe 6f| 
XaOXQ . At 4:12 P has the sg., "the thought of the Lord," for
MT, mn? niiw nn , and LXX, x6v AoYIGMÔV KUpCoU . Note also 
that at 5:1 both P and V have the sg., "whose origin" for MT,1 
It is not always possible to say whether the translator himself 
introduced these divergencies or whether his Vorlage already had 
them. "Whose origin" in 5:1 would appear to be a different Vorlage 
since both P and V have this divergence and neither version shows 
influence on the other in other passages. However, this is mitigated 
by the christological importance of the verse; Christ's "origin" is 
from the Father.
Where the LXX unequivocally alters the text for theological 
reasons (viz., at 4:5), however, P is content to render the Hebrew 
quite literally, "For all the people will walk every one in the name 
of his God, and we will walk in the name of the Lord our God." Cf. 
LXX, "For all the people will walk each in his own way...."
The theological or ad sensum rendering of a word or verse
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comes from apparent influence of T g ’s tradition on P. At 6:3 Tg and 
P agree in rendering?! njy by’2 I’HDx CRSV, "answer me"). At 2:3 for 
MT,nn3Wn , P and Tg have "generation,"x»22P . Also at 2:3 for "you 
shall not walk haughtily," P has XdU’E/g X»»ni72 X*? and Tg has
XS1Î7T x n i|7 2  m n n  x*?!
M. L. Klein has called attention to "converse translation" as 
a translation technique used by Tg.^^ We can detect influence on P 
from Tg where P also employs this technique. At 7:18 the rhetorical 
question, "Who is a God like thee," is rendered by Tg as, "There is 
no God like thee," which P apparently follows, IjIIDX xnVx li’*? . At
5:5 (5:6) P and Tg insert a negative particle before "he shall come
into our land...." More subtly, at 4:14 (5:1) where Tg turns the 
derogatory statement, "Cut yourself; 0 daughter of marauders" into an 
exhortation, "Band together in camps, 0 town," P has, "Now you shall 
go forth in a raid, 0 daughter of mighty raiders."
P can also use this technique independently of Tg. At 6:7 P
again translates a rhetorical question, "Will the Lord be pleased 
with thousands of rams..." as a negative statement and a conditional 
clause, "The Lord will not be pleased with thousands of rams, nor with 
ten thousands of heifers; if I should offer my first-born it is a
transgression for me, and the fruit of my body, it is a sin against
my soul." Perhaps the change at 7:19,P1J2? for MT P23’ , also 
represents a contradictive translation. This, however, is not as 
certain as the other examples.
P uses circumlocutions like Tg where MT has "Yahweh" follow­
ing the object marker »X . For example, at 5:6 for mil’ » xn  *7132 ,
P has X’ln D7Î7 1» X*713 I’.X (cf. 1:12). Notice also 2:1 where P
has the explanatory gloss, "practice what they devised" (nGPHuXl ) 
for MT m w y ’ . (Cf. also the misunderstanding of and the possible
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influence from the LXX in P's translation of the final stichos of 2:1, 
"They lift up ] to God." The word used for lÿ’ is the same
word P uses in 2:4 to translatexw? .)
Thus the translation of P on Micah is very complex. The bur­
den of proof must rest with the one who argues that P's Vorlage 
represents a text other than the consonantal text of the MT. We have 
seen that there are competing influences from othe versions on the 
translator as well as the translator himself attempting to render a 
word or phrse ad sensum (cf. also P's translation of n’fldDl at 5:4; 
cf. p. 192 ). Yet the concern of the translator is to be faithful 
to his Vorlage; cf. the treatment of 4:5 against both the LXX and 
Tg,
THE TARGUM
"And they read from the book, from the law of God, with inter­
pretations; and they gave the sense, so that the people understood 
the reading" (Neh 8:8). This tradition ascribed to the post-exilic 
community illustrates the need for translations and explanations of 
Scripture once Hebrew ceased to be the common speech of the diaspora 
and post-exilic communities.
The Babylonian Talmud preserves this tradition concerning the
authorship of the Targum (Meg. 3a): "The Targum of the Prophets was
composed by Jonathan ben Uzziel under the guidance of Haggai, Zecha-
27riah, and Malachi, and the land of Israel (thereupon) quaked...."
The name Jonathan (and Onkelos) is identified, erroneously, with the 
Greek translator Theodotian (and Aquila). The contact by Jonathan 
with the post-exilic prophets Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi probably 
refers to oral tradition handed down since they are separated by 
centuries in time. Irrespective of any kernel of truth that under­
lies this tradition, the final shaping of the Targum took place in
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Babylon, and thus, as with the other ancient versions, our text
29reflects a long history of transmission and redaction.
A midrashic method of exegesis characterizes the translation 
of the Targum; there may be a paraphrase, an explanation, or even 
a brief story that illustrates its meaning. Moreover, the Targum, 
more overtly than the other versions, reflects certain theological 
biases. This is especially noticeable in its rendering of the 
Tetragraramaton and the avoidance of anthropomorphisms and anthropo- 
pathisms. It also displays itself in other theological concerns.
For example, the Targum consistently differentiates between the holy 
and the profane; a false prophet, called simplyK’23 in the MT, is 
rendered in the Targum by xipB» ??13 (Mic 3:5). Worshipful venera­
tion of the Torah and the "House of the Lord" is another concern; 
cf. Mic 5:14 where the wrath of God is poured out not simply on those 
who "have not obeyed" (MT), but on those who have not obeyed "the 
teaching of the Torah" (Tg), Finally, messianic hope and eschato- 
logy play a prominent role in the theology of the Targum; e.g., 
the "ruler" in Mic 5:1 (5:2) is explicitly called xn’P» .
This penchant for interpretative expansions shows the inter­
preter's concern for the community and the place the Targum held in 
the worship in the Synagogue. Wurthwein says, "The community was to 
be taught and edified; it was necessary to spell out clearly for 
them the message of the Text" (p. 76).
The Targum to the prophets is more literal than the Targums
to the Pentateuch. Churgin goes so far as to call Targum Jonathan
30"primarily a translation," as opposed to a paraphrase: "The T.J.,
although, on the whole, far from a literal adhesion to the text, is 
unmistakenly careful to transmit both the sense and version of the 
text. The literal predominates in the historical portions of the 
prophets. Any rendering, then, not in accord with the Massoretic
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reading constitutes a deviation from the reading" (p. 52). Thus one 
should not simply dismiss the Targum as some relic of üabbinic 
derash.. Rather, it is important not only for the history of exegesis 
but also for textual and philological considerations.
THE TARGUM ON MICAH
The Targum on Mic 1:1 illustrates the faithful adherence to 
its Vorlage as well as the paraphrastic rendering of it. That is to 
say, while it reproduces the sense of the Hebrew, it does not do so 
in a wooden, literalist manner. It ensures that any word or phrase 
is properly understood and it avoids anthropomorphisms and the like. 
For example, rather than the stark "The Word of the Lord which came 
to Micah" of the MT, Tg renders this, "The word of prophecy from the 
presence of the Lord which was with Micah." Tg does follow the MT 
by omitting the conjunction between the names of the Judaean kings 
(contrast LXX and P ) . Before "Judah" Tg adds "house." Finally,
Tg also follows the MT by omitting a second before "Jerusalem" 
(contrast LXX and P ) . Thus Tg is a faithful, though not literal 
(as, e.g., V), rendering of the Hebrew text.
These characteristics are consistent throughout the transla­
tion. Circumlocutions are regularly employed for anything resembling 
anthropomorphic expression. For example, at 2:7 for "Spirit of the 
Lord," Tg has "Word from before the Lord." Jastrow notes that n»?» 
is used to obviate anthropomorphisms (p. 775). This hypostatization 
is also used at 3:8 when the prophet says that he is "filled with 
the Spirit of the Lord" which Tg renders, "filled with the spirit of 
prophecy from before the Lord." Similarly at 3:11 where the people 
say, "Is not the Lord in our midst," Tg has "Is not the glory 
of the Lord...."
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Tg characteristically supplies "house" before "Judah" or 
"Israel" (cf. 1:1 above). For example, at 6:2 where MT reads, "And 
he will argue it with Israel," Tg has, "And he will make reproof with 
the house of Israel." Closely aligned with this is the rendering of 
by XilüïO. For example, at 4:8 Tg has "congregation of Zion" and 
"congregation of Israel" where MT has "daughter" before both (cf. 
also 1:13; 4:10; 4:13; contrast this with 4:14 where "daughter" is 
omitted in the derogatory -niA »l)• Similarly, at 2:9 MT has "women 
of my people," which Tg renders, "congregation of my people"; at 
6:2 for "house of Israel" Tg has "congregation"; and at 7:11 for 
"Israel" Tg has "congregation of Israel."
Tg can, however, be quite literal when the text is clear and 
anthropomorphisms are absent. Thus Tg translates 3:1 as, "Listen 
now, leaders of Jacob and rulers of the house of Israel; is it not 
for you to know judgment?" (Cf. 1:4; 4:12; etc.)
Tg also utilizes circumlocutions for words or phrases that 
refer to persons or things other than "the Lord." Tg explicitly 
interprets 4:14-5:5 messianically, calling the "ruler" 5:1.
For the phrase "his origins..." Tg has "his name will be proclaimed 
...." . Similarly, at 5:3 where MT has "he will be great...," Tg has 
"his name shall increase to the ends of the earth." Mention should 
also be made of the exegetical stance taken at 1:3 for "his place," 
which Tg renders, "is being revealed from the place of the house of 
his presence"; and at 4:1 for "mountain of the house of the Lord,"
Tg has xWlpB ii’2 TIB ,
As was noted above in connection with P, Tg employs the 
technique of "converse translation." Three passages were cited where 
Tg and P utilize this in their translation; at 7:18 where the 
rhetorical question, which expects a negative answer, is turned into 
a negative statement; at 5:5 where the negative particle is inserted
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before "he will deliver"; and at 4:14 where the derogatory reference 
to Zion is turned into an exhortation. Two other passages in Tg might 
fall under this category. At 2:8 Tg reads, "Because of their guilt, 
my people [will be handed over] to enemies." Contrast this with RSV, 
"But you rise against my people as an enemy"; and NEB, "But you are 
no people to me, rising up as an enemy to my face," The passage is 
admittedly difficult, but in the MT the people, or at least a segment 
of the people, rise up as an enemy, rather than being handed over to 
enemies because of their sins, as Tg implies. At 7:3 where MT reads, 
"Concerning evil, both hands do it well," Tg has, "Their hands do 
evil and do not do good." The Vorlage may have readi!?p?n X*7 for
• Another possibility is that the Targumist himself introduces 
the change ad sensum since "to do good" in connection with "evil" 
would be out of place if the irony were missed. The change also 
requires only the addition of 'aleph. Thus, although it is not 
always easy to identify, "converse translation" appears to be a 
characteristic of Tg on Micah.
Tg is careful to render figurative language concretely; the 
morals drawn from metaphoric expressions are given rather than a 
translation of the expression. For example, at 4:13 where MT reads, 
"Arise and thresh," Tg has "Arise and kill )." Where the MT
has, "For I will make your horns iron," Tg has "For I will make the 
people strong as iron." The "people" also figure at 7:11 where MT 
reads, "It will be a day for building your walls." Tg has, "In that 
day the congregation of Israel will be built." Another example of 
concrete language used to translate figurative language is at 7:17 
where "They shall lick the dust like a snake," is rendered by Tg as, 
"They will prostrate themselves upon the ground as the serpent." 
However, on occasion the metaphor may simply be translated, as in 
1:4 where "Like wax before the fire, like waters poured down a
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steep place," is translated by Tg as, "As wax from before a fire; as 
water which is poured out in a gutter."
The example of 7:11 above displays another characteristic of 
Tg. The simple "it will be a day for building (#1 ’ »132'7 )" is expli­
citly made an eschatalogical reference when Tg translates "day" by 
Kinn . Tg interprets a passage eschatologically or messianic­
ally even when the Hebrew is not explicitly eschatalogical or 
messianic. This is especially noticeable at 7:6 where the lament 
over the breakdown of family relationships is given an eschatologi- 
cal setting by the insertion of "in that day." This passage also 
occurs in Jewish apocalyptic texts and even in the NT in an eschato- 
logical setting (see pp. 57f f . )• We have already mentioned the 
messianic interpretation of 4:14-5:5, but mention should also be 
made of 4:8 where "Tower of the flock" is rendered "Messiah of 
Israel" by Tg. This follows from 4:7 where the phrase "The Lord 
shall be king over them" is rendered "The kingdom of the Lord shall 
be revealed...."
These characteristics or translation techniques illustrate 
the general tendency by the Targumist to make explicit anything 
obscure in the text or anything of theological importance. However, 
it is not a disregard for the text which prompts this; rather, he 
shows utmost regard for the text by rendering it ad sensum. Also, 
his concern for whom the translation is intended overshadows any 
literalist interpretation. It is more important that the community 
understands the meaning of the text rather then reproducing the text 
verbatim. Finally, reconstructing and accounting for the Vorlage of 
Tg is, as with the other versions, difficult and complex, but on the 
whole, the consonantal text of the MT is supported and the supposi­




The problems that beset one when studying the versions—  
questions of origin, date, and influence— are diminished when 
examining the Vulgate. Jerome began translating the OT from the 
original Hebrew, the Hebraica veritas, in the last decade of the 
fourth century. His venture was not without criticism (most notably 
from Augustine), but by the seventh century the Vulgate was gener­
ally accepted in ecclesiastical circles. At the Council of Trent 
(1546), the Vulgate was declared the textus auctoritate plenus.
The value of the Vulgate for text-critical purposes is enhanced by 
the commentaries of Jerome; he often gives the transliterated form 
of a Hebrew word, cites the LXX or other Greek versions (especially 
Sym), and quotes rabbinic sources to support or justify his trans­
lation. Generally speaking, the Vulgate does not represent an 
alternative text or recension of the MT. It does show the state of 
the Hebrew text which has come down to us as the MT nearly five 
hundred years prior to the existing manuscrips ot the MT. As with 
the other versions, the Vulgate is not a uniform translation.
Roberts attributes this to the influence of Jerome's Greek sources 
and rabbinic traditions, as well as the theological difficulties 
inherent when translating the Psalms and Prophets for a Christian 
community (OT Texts, pp. 254-258). Gribomont says that the trans­
lation by Jerome on the Prophets is, "a very literal translation of
31a difficult original." However, for Jerome the sense of a word
32or phrase was more important than finding an equivalent word.
THE VULGATE OF MICAH
V on Mic 1:1 is literal almost to a fault; the word order 
is followed exactly as the Hebrew, including the asyndeton of the 
MT and the rendering of the prepositions. This literalness is
30
characteristic throughout the translation of the book and the few 
exceptions illustrate Jerome's concern to render the words ad sen­
sum, or influence from the LXX or targumic tradition. Quoting the 
MT side by side with V will illustrate this penchant for literal­
ness :
TTIK pnl' T 0 % r \  h y a - ^  -n;? nfs.rnn'rnsT '
TiliPo-tg rrinrr rr%:%rr;
V : Verbum Domini, quod factum est ad Michaem Morasthiten,
in diebus loatham, Achaz, et Ezechiae. Regum luda, quod vidit super 
Samariam et lerusalem.
Jerome's concern to render his Vorlage according to the sense 
and not simply finding the equivalent Latin term manifests itself 
especially in the recognition of Hebrew idiom. For example, in 
2:6 Jerome translates 13ÜÎ1 *7X as ne loquamini loquentes,
"Do not speak, saying." Jerome correctly understands this as an 
idiom for speech and not literally as "dripping" (cf. LXX). This 
is confirmed by Jerome's comments on this verse where he says that 
this is a speech which flows and reaches the ears of the assembly. 
Jerome also translates Aq's literal translation of the Hebrew as 
ne stilletis stillantes, "Do not drip, dripping." A literal trans­
lation of this would not convey the meaning of these words.
It is somewhat curious, then, when Jerome translates the 
very next w o r d s , x " ?  , as non stillabit, "It shall not drop."
This too, however, is rendered ad sensum once Jerome's understanding 
of the pericope becomes clear. If dicit domus lacob of 2:7 is 
taken as the conclusion of 2:6 (notice that the heh of TinXH is not 
taken as an interrogative as in the MT; cf. RSV), then the "House 
of Jacob" is saying that judgment will not come. However, it 
appears from Jerome's comments that 2:6 is a word of .rebuke from the 
Lord since Jerome asks, "Will the Lord not drop upon him, and
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confusion apprehend him?" who worships idols and raises arms against 
the simple ones who believe and trust in the authority of the 
"greater one." This is borne out by Jerome's understanding of 2:11. 
RSV translates Mic 2:11 by, "If a man should go about and utter wind 
( nii and lies, saying, ' I will preach ) to you of wine and
strong drink,' he would be a preacher (vpp)]) for this people!" 
Jerome, however, says, Utinam non essem vir habens spiritum ( n n ^ >  
"Would God I were not a man that hath the spirit" (Douay). The 
prophet is speaking here of himself (cf. 3:8), and not of the false 
prophets. He goes on to say: Et mandacium potius loqueror, "And
that I rather spoke a lie"; stillabo (wjpj<) tibi in vinum et in 
ebrietatem; Et erit super quern stillatur (q?u)j) populus iste,
"I will let drop to thee of wine, and of drunkenness: and it shall
be this people upon whom it shall drop." Thus Jerome has inter­
preted this as a word of judgment from the Lord, and not, as the 
RSV would have it, a word of rebuke of the false prophets whom the 
people were so anxious to receive. The initial "Do not speak..."
appears to be understood by Jerome as a wordplay upon the follow­
ing words of judgment. Jerome's comments on 2:11 indicate that 
Micah is prophesying, and because he has the Spirit of the Lord, the 
people must bear these words of judgment. Thus in both renderings
of the root Jerome is endeavouring to render ad sensum, and is not
lapsing into wooden literalism.
Jerome, however, does not catch every idiom. RSV renders 
2:1, "Woe to those who devise wickedness and work evil upon their 
beds! When the morning dawns, they perform it, because it is in 
the power of their hand" (g^? p? ?3 ). This difficult phrase
is rendered by Jerome as Quoniam contra Deum est manus eorum, 
"Because their hand is against God." For Jerome 73 is the reason 
for their egregious behaviour, not a continuation of the preceding
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thought, and *7X is not taken to mean "power" but designates Deity.
We might see in this the possibility of influence from the LXX 
which renders this phrase, "For they do not raise [in prayer? or 
in anger, as in V?] their hand to God." The negative in the LXX 
may be a later insertion to blunt such a harsh expression as rais­
ing one's hand against God, or may have arisen partly from YxV* 
Jerome makes no explicit mention of the LXX in his comments on this 
clause.
Influence from the other versions, especially the LXX, is 
evident in other verses, and is another reason why Jerome is not 
altogether literal with his translation of every verse. The 
influence from the LXX is not very strong, however, and manifests 
itself mainly in the vocalization rather than in a divergence in 
the consonantal text. For example, at 3:6 the MT reads nOBflT T
whereas V has tenebrae and LXX has (j k o tCq • These would suggest 
reading the noun ggyg , but the consonantal text is not in ques-
tion. Similarly, at 4:3 where gggiyg is rendered by belligerare
%»and HOAeiJSLV • Notice also the translation of Tijfi in 7:1; V, 
in autumno, and G, gy àpHTQ • More often, however, V agrees with 
the MT against the LXX, or even all the other versions. For 
example, at 6:11 nDTXn i® rendered as namquid justicabo by V, but 
6LKQlw8^0GTaL ^7 LXX, X]2’N ^ 7 S, and ^7 Tg. Mention
should also be made of rnoa"? T m  i^  ^ 3:12. In V this is
rendered, et mons tempii, which is probably ad sensum, but which 
occurs also in the Tg, n?! TIBI
Finally, Jerome's literalness and independence from the 
versions or even theological influence (i.e., avoidance of anthropo­
morphisms or christological interpretations) is illustrated by his 
treatment of Mic 4:5. This verse, which is easily misunderstood 
and which both the LXX and Tg render paraphrastically, is rendered
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by Jerome word for word, Quis omnes populi ambulabunt unusquisque 
in nomine del sui (cf. RSV, "For all the peoples walk each in the 
name of its god..."). Both Tg and LXX avoid this statement that 
suggests the existence of other gods besides Yahweh. (P, like V, 
is a literal translation of the Hebrew.)
In spite of Jerome's literalness, he is not above making the 
normal mistakes any scribe or translator is likely to make. At 
1:9 he appears to have read nwiJX as a niph'il ptc. from XB’ , 
quia desperata est. At 4:8 *733^ is confused with “^isx , nebulusa, 
which the other versions likewise confuse. Also, the enigmatic 
BXn 7 iy in 6:10 is rendered ahhuc ignis, as if he were reading 
Bxn •
These tendencies are characteristic throughout the trans­
lation of V which suggests that it also supports the consonantal
33text of the MT almost without exception. Jerome has been literal 
throughout his translation except where the sense clearly demanded 
a non-literal translation (e.g., 2:6). No conscious or consistent 
effort is evident from Jerome to conform to the LXX or to a 
specifically Christian interpretation of a word or verse.
THE TREATMENT OF THE PALESTINIAN PLACE-NAMES 
IN THE BOOK OF MICAH BY THE VERSIONS
How the versions deal with the place-names of the Hebrew
text can sometimes provide useful information about the translation 
34itself. Does the translator simply transcribe the Hebrew? If
so, does the vocalization differ from the MT or other traditions?
35Does he give a Hellenized form of a place-name? Or does the 
translator give a form that reflects the geographical nomenclature 
of his day?^^ Do the place-names in other books influence how the 
translator renders a place-name in his Vorlage? Does the trans­
lator show any awareness of how the place-names in other books were
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treated? The answer to these and similar questions may lead one 
to conclude that a translator is unfamiliar with Palestinian geo­
graphy, or that he is unfamiliar with other translations, or that 
geographical nomenclature in other passages was, or was not, the 
same as in the passage before him. This may even provide clues 
concerning the date or origin of a translation.
We begin by examining Mic 1:10-15 where the author uses the 
geography of the Judaean countryside in an extended wordplay to 
warn of the coming disaster from the Lord. First, there are those 
place-names that present only minor difficulties for the transla­
tors or reflect scribal errors; Gath, Zaanan, Lachish, Mareshah, 
Adullam, and Jerusalem. In the LXX and V, Gath is vocalized as 
"Geth," and Adullam as "Odu(u)11am." In V, Zaanan is rendered in 
exitu, but Jerome says in his commentary, "Non est esgressa quae 
habitat in Sannam, quae interpretatur exitus," and further gives the 
translation of Sym as "Non est egressa habitatio abundans." For 
Mareshah the LXX has KaxotKOUOa AoxCç KXnpOVOyCa • This is diffi­
cult to account for unless i*; and the first two letters of (l ) ’ 
were somehow read together or reduplicated (cf. Schwantes; see 
also Taylor for an alternative, and more complex, explanation).
For Adullam P has "forever" (g^y^), which either reflects a scribal 
mistake (g'7iy *iy cf. Sebok and Taylor) or else arose through P's 
mistranslation of x ü ?  , as "he shall exalt" (x'7yj ; cf. p. 21 ) «
Finally, Zaanan is rendered as ]yy7 by P, which may be influenced 
by the Egyptian city Zoan in Num 13:23 (cf. also Gen 13:10).
Since Tg and P share a common lexical stock with Hebrew, it 
is sometimes difficult to know whether the translator recognizes 
a place-name, or whether he simply reproduces the word from the 
common lexical stock. We can, however, note these divergencies.
In the Tg at 1:11 ?xVlX ]P2 is read for Beth-ezel, which Jastrow
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identifies as a place-name (p. 1267). Mention should also be made 
of Zech 14:5, "For the valley of the mountains will reach to Azel 
(RSV: "shall touch the side of it"). In the Tg VXNis read for
"Azel." It is not certain that Azel should be read as a place-name, 
and therefore any connection with Beth-ezel in Mic 1:11 is equally 
uncertain. P also appears to understand Beth-ezel as a place-name, 
"Beth-aozel" (Zech 14:5 is rendered as "disaster," xayYlx"? ^ • Tg 
places its treatment of Maroth in 1:12 at the beginning of the 
verse, "For she who dwells on the pleasant place of the earth"
(xynx TDB ) * and P confuses it with "rebellion" (n^igi K i m n y  ).
Aczib in 1:14 is translated by P, "The houses of vanity (XiHp’TDT ) 
will become vain for the kings of Judah." The remainder of the 
place-names in this section appear to be recognized as such by both 
Tg and P.
The treatment of the remainder of the place-names in Mic 1:10- 
15 by the LXX and V is similarly mixed. Jerome makes no comments to 
indicate that he understands Beth-leaphrah, Beth-ezel, or Aczib as 
place-names. At Zech 14:5, V reads, "ad proximum." Jerome does, 
however, indicate that Shaphir, Maroth, and Moresheth-Gath are place- 
names, even though they are rendered in V as "pulchra," "amaritudini- 
bus," and "hereditatem Geth" respectively. The LXX does not trans­
cribe any of the remaining place-names. Whether this is because the 
translator wished to convey the sense of the paranomasia, as Jerome 
does on occasion, or whether he is simply unfamiliar with Palestinian 
geography is not certain. The latter is more likely since he does 
reproduce place-names where they are familiar or clear to him.
Mention should be made of 1:10 where he renders 132» xV 132 as "Ye 
in Akim do not build...." Compare this with Amos 1:1 where D’ 7p 32  
is rendered, gy yaKKOpClJ • Zech 14:5 the translator renders
"Azel" as whereas at Mic 1:11 he translates "Beth-ezel" as
o Ik ov èxÔMEVOU-
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There are also references to Palestinian place-names outside 
Mic 1:10-15. At Mic 1:1 Tg, P and V render ’ïlWTnn as a reference 
to Micah*s home-town (Tg and P seem to connect this with Mareshah 
at 1:15, and V connects it with Moresheth-Gath at 1:14). The LXX 
treats ’ilWTftn as a patronymic reference, "Micah, the son of 
Morashti," and not a place-name (cf. p. 13). Moreover, the trans­
lator does not appear to be familiar with the LXX of Jer 26:18 (33: 
18) which reads MixaCaiç 6 MupaeCxaç.
Also in Mic 1:1 (and throughout the book)ingyis rendered 
by its Hellenized form^apQpECa the LXX. V likewise does not
transcribeingy but renders it as Samaria. It is only at 7:14 that 
other place-names are rendered by their Hellenized form:BaoavCxLV , 
PaAaaSCxLV > and Kapp^Aou ■ Notice also the names of the kings in 
Mic 1:1 which the LXX renders,'iwaQgp ,"AxoS »Kq C ’E^Lk Co U- Both 
the geographical names and the names of the kings in Mic 1: 1 are 
rendered in their Semitic not Hellenistic forms by P and Tg, as we 
should expect.
At 5:1 (5:2) "Bethlehem Ephrathah" is reproduced by Tg, P, 
and V as it appears in the MT, whereas the LXX has "Bethlehem house 
of Ephrathah." Again the reading of the LXX is not easy to explain 
(cf. Taylor, Schwantes). Some scholars (cf. especially Wellhausan 
and J. M. P. Smith) have argued that the LXX represents the original 
reading; that is, that Bethlehem is a later, albeit correct, gloss 
on Ephrath (cf. the LXX of Josh 15:60) and that ip! originally pre­
ceded Ephrathah. The evidence from the other versions militates 
against this, and Schwantes argues that even the metre suggests 
that the MT is original. The LXX either arose through dittography, 
or "house" was inserted to draw attention to the clan names (cf.
1 Chr 4 and pp.
The names Shittim and Gilgal occur at Mic 6:5. Again Tg, P,
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and V seem to recognize these place-names (notice that P uses samekh 
for shin in'^h|'tt im »'* throughout P as a whole). The LXX recog­
nizes Gilgal (vocalized as "Galgal;" cf. V) but translates Shittim 
as XÔW OXOCVUV j "the rushes." At Joel 4:18 (3:18) the same 
translation occurs in the LXX for Shittim. At Joel 4:18 (3:18) V, 
following Sym xüV ÔKÙV0WV ("the bear's breeches" or "thorn-bushes") , 
reads spinarum.
Mention was already made of Bashan and Gilead at 7:14. Tg 
and P render "Bashan" as , the usual rendering of this place-
name in these versions. The LXX and V vocalize "Gilead" as "Galaad." 
Rather than translating'71313 11113 (cf. RSV, "In the midst of a
fruitful field"), the versions all seem to treat this as a place- 
name, "In the midst of Carmel." Many of the early commentators 
similarly take '713T2 as a geographical reference (cf. Pococke); 
however, it seems out of place in this verse (cf. J. M. P. Smith). 
Thus recent commentators translate it as "fruitful field" (cf.
Mays, Allen, and Rudolph). Compare Isa 10:18, "And he will destroy 
the glory of his forest ( ) and of his fruitful garden ( ‘71333 ),"
We must exercise caution in drawing conclusions from these 
brief observations. Questions of date and origin remain elusive, 
although supportive evidence may be found in certain cases. The 
LXX has the most difficulty in recognizing the geographical names 
(especially in 1:10-15). This would suggest that the translator 
had little contact or familiarity with Palestine. We cannot, 
however, rule out the possibility that the translator is consciously 
translating (rather than transcribing) for the benefit of his 
audience. We know from Jerome's comments that even though he 
recognizes a word as a geographical location, he sometimes trans­
lates this rather than rendering the place-name. Since there is
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no clear pattern in the translation of the LXX— sometimes he 
transcribes, sometimes translates, and sometimes gives a Hellen­
ized form— it is more likely that he is not consciously trans­
lating, but is simply unfamiliar with the geographical nomenclature 
of Palestine. Furthermore, he also appears to be unfamiliar with 
the LXX treatment of place-names that occur elsewhere in the OT.
This is especially evident in the rendering of Shittim in 6:5 
(cf. Joel 4:18) as xÛV OXOCVWV » cf. the LXX of Num 25:1; Josh 
2:1; and 3:1, Also compare Mic 1:1 with the LXX of Jer 26:18 
(33:18).
The vocalization of the place-names, where they are 
transcribed by the LXX and V, often differs from the MT: "Geth"
for Gath; "Odollam" for Adullam; "Setim" (V) for Shittim;
"Galgal" for Gilgal; and "Galaad" for Gilead.
Finally, in contradistinction to the LXX, Tg, P, and V 
display a greater familiarity with Palestinian geography and a 
greater awareness of place-names in other passages. This is not 
to say that they have no difficulty rendering the place-names 
(cf. P on Adullam [1:15]; Tg on Maroth [1:12]; and V on Aczib 
[1:14]); by the very nature of the place-names there is often 
ambiguity (cf. e.g., the treatment of VBTD by the versions 
[7:14]). The greater awareness of at least what critical scholar­
ship has come to recognize as place-names in Micah by these versions 
is in part attributable to the greater proximity of these trans­
lators to Palestine (from Jerome's writings we know that he 
traveled and resided in Palestine while translating the Scriptures) 
and to the common lexical stock (in the case of Tg and P). Finally, 
the LXX appears to exert very little influence on V and P in their
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treatment of place-names. This is especially noticeable in LXX 
having "in Akim" at 1:10; in the treatment of Mareshah at 1:15;
and in the rendering of ’DPT» in 1:1.
THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS AND MICAH
The fortuitous discovery of the scrolls from the vicinity 
of the Dead Sea represents the most important manuscript find for 
the study of the Hebrew text. Its bearing is eminent not only for 
the study of the biblical text, but also for the study of Palestin­
ian Judaism and early Christianity. The scrolls augment our view 
of the social, political, and religious life in Palestine from 
the second half of the second century B.C. until 70 A.D., when 
the last resistance to Roman rule was totally squelched. Equally 
important, however, these scrolls antedate the previously avail­
able Hebrew codices by nearly a millennium. The impetus for OT 
text-critical studies has been monumental; in speaking of their
importance, Talmon states, "It necessitates, in fact, a re-opening
of the discussion on the history of the text, and a re-evalution
of theories which had been formed at the end of the nineteenth and
37in the first half of the twentieth century."
Texts, or fragments of texts, have been found for every OT 
book except Esther. , In the case of Micah, the texts include frag­
ments of a text from Murabba'at, fragments of a pesher-type - 
commentary and fragments of a revised Greek translation. The 
fragmentary nature of these texts limits their usefulness for 
illuminating the text of Micah, In characterizing these texts 
from the Judaean Desert, Milik says, "For Ezekiel and the twelve 
minor Prophets, the textual variants are no less interesting, but,
on the whole, these manuscripts all belong to the Masoretic
». J ,,38tradition.
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Certain salient features of Qumran biblical exegesis should
be noted before the fragments themselves are examined. The Qumran
sect (as also Judaism and Christianity) gained their identity as a
community by their exegesis of biblical texts; "Virtually the
whole of the Qumran literature springs from and testifies to the
39dedication of the Qumran sect to the study of Scripture." The 
predominant feature of Qumran exegesis is pesher dpi. pesharim). 
Strictly speaking, pesher means "interpretation" and is used in 
various formulaic phrases to introduce the meaning of a passage 
(cf. Horgan, pp. 449-62). In scholarly discussions, the term 
carries two senses: first, it refers to a continuous commentary
on units of a biblical text; second, it is used to refer to a 
non-literal interpretation usually associated with the above- 
mentioned literary works.
Vermes identifies six forms of exegesis in the Qumran 
literature (IDBSup, pp. 438-40): 1. pesher, e.g., IQpMic;
2. midrashic paraphrase of large units, e.g., IQapGen; 3. mid- 
rashic interpretation of smaller units, e.g., CD; 4. collection 
of proof texts, e.g., 4QTestim; 5. collection of legal texts, 
e.g., CD 4.20-5.2; and 6 . collection of doctrinal texts arranged 
according to themes, e.g., 4QFlor.
The Qumran community used different methods of exegesis 
within these broad forms. Vermes lists three methods in particu­
lar (IDBSUP, pp. 440-41): midrashic supplement, Halachic
reinterpretation, and fulfilment of prophecy. Bruce sums up 
their exegesis by saying, "They interpreted in such a way as to 
see their own duty in the perilous times through which they lived 
written clearly there for their instruction."^^
The Dead Sea Scrolls on Micah have been the object of
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critical study on numerous occasions (cf. Horgan, p. 104). The 
present study is itself indebted to the studies of, and especially 
the texts as transcribed by, Horgan and Barthélémy. The following 
comments will be restricted for the most part to the exegetical 
differences between the texts and the model text— i.e., the MT or 
LXX. This is not to minimize the importance of the differences 
in orthography and modes of expression (forms, case endings, use 
of prepositions, and so forth); however, our concern here is to 
draw attention to the exegetical tendencies as evidenced by the 
divergencies between the texts.
(Horgan, "The Texts," pp. 10-12)
IQpMic mié'i
Fragments 1-5
DD3 ]m rri:'>  3 i
im p D tD  KXi'» m irr*»  n [ j n  k '»:> “n s n p  *iy> ] 2
G’-PD Vm  I ' f n ln n  a c i i n n  l o a a i  v n « n  •»n i[D a  > y  ^ m i3  3
[‘ilvpactT*
aETpy» yioaa "TTiaa d’»d]3 »[Kn 'la s o  aaci'ra] k
C > y  yx ig r* n'»a m K J o n n  n [ i k t ]  5
Fragment 10
. [ 3tt?[ ]
.,[ 1..Û ^y pnon» KT>n a'ipy*> yws no]
m a a  nai a**Kn[an 3
HKin ‘1W» p'Txn nnina [>y i*iiss a'>’?w'n’» Kiynl 
'»T>na >y a^manan Xalayi .. 3
DT»a tUPya'» ‘i»k in'in nxyat nn'inn *>»ny >k 3 
. [ 3.. [ 3 , > [  B S B f a n J
nn» *»y[> piaiB ’>nnfflT 
t jyi 3> [
Fragment 6
3 .t  1
a ’’ B’* ] n  n *'*m K [a  2
3’7'jaa  n . . [  3



















iivri’ nmK oc ].[ 
T]y .*'Dy ay» ncy yaa
l.i.c inaa*» .[
]. .[
Fragment 12 Fragment 13
] .  .C ] . [  1
3T«y»D a*naa . C 2
3D KX** »E*»a 3
3. . [  k




3 .[  1
3 n. E 2






En*»Y T im n  n3nK mxpnE « ly i y itn  nn« 3
n ip in  nDm»3'»”i pt*» 3nnon KCn>*) w*n'*m tdw iio n  Kiy*i3
E’»iD'iy
im K  '^ nn 3yn3> omxyiDa "oE3?m okhk n*»a nmyn >'1013
EnD»y



















Fragments 1-5 comprise portions of Mic 1:2-5. In fragment 
1 the word order of 1:2 appears to be reversed where "The Lord 
God" precedes the verb. This may be a stylistic difference, or 
influenced from 1:1 where n?n followslPX m n ’ ’TIT . The 
omission of " j m  (based on Milik's arrangement of the fragments!) 
in fragment 3 perhaps arose from its similarity with . Since
there is an implied threat inll? , that is, the Lord is descending 
in judgment, not consolation, "He will tread" may seem superfluous. 
The versions support the MT: LXX,KaxagflOETaU Kq C AnLg^GGXaL ;
V, descendet et calcabit; S,1TT1 jnai; Tg,Dim?l ’‘7Aill. But 
cf. the similarity with Amos-4: 13, IflX *7y TTTI . Also in
fragment 3, a definite article is attached to ylN, whereas the MT 
is indefinite. G supports the definite article,xnC YHC > but cf. 
1:6 where the MT is definite, îTTün , and LXX has an indefiniteâpYOU . 
The definite article may be implied in the construct phrase (cf.
RSV, "The high places of the earth"' cf. also GKO § 126h). At 
7:12 the article is omitted,Nin QT» , "In that day" (but cf. GKC 
§126aa which says that the omission is due to a "radical corrup­
tion of the text"). One cannot dismiss the possible influence on 
the Qumran text of 1:6 from the following line where "the mountains" 
has a definite article.
Fragment 10 consists of text and pesher on Mic 1:5 and 6.
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The restoration of HQ before yWB against ’h of the MT is based 
upon line 3 of the fragment, m n i  ni31 . Hia and share similar 
functions (GKC §137c); can be used of a neuter when a person
is implied (GKC §137a; cf. Judg 9:28). Since these interrogatives 
share similar functions, and since the text itself answers ’ft with 
"Samaria" and "Jerusalem," the variation probably occurred early 
in the textual transmission. The versions support the MT (but 
cf. Tg, ); modern translations often employ "what" (RSV,
"What is the transgression of Jacob?" cf. NEB). The pesher on 
these verses indicates that the community was at least aware of 
the ’h tradition since they answer the question with reference 
to specific people. In answer to the question, "What is the 
transgression of Jacob? Is it not Samaria?" the commentary 
mentions D'»KjlDn, "The Simple Ones." Horgan observes, "Thus, 
those described as the 'simple ones' seem to be those who, though 
they observed the Law, were intellectually vulnerable and could 
be led astray" (p. 100).
Also in fragment 10 is the curious pesher on "What are the 
high places [RSV, 'sin'] of Judah? Are they not Jerusalem?"
Rather than interpreting this line as a word of rebuke, which the 
context clearly suggests (cf. LXX, Tg, and P who translate "high 
places" by "sin"), the community transforms the phrase into a word 
of promise. nlfta is obviously not thought to be a reference to 
cultic high places (cf. 1 Kgs 11:7) and Jerusalem is not seen as 
a place of apostasy in this verse, as it sometimes is in Qumran 
literature because of the wickedness of the priesthood. Rather, 
the community relates these words to the "Teacher of Righteousness" 
and "those who observe the Law." Vermes observes that the Damascus
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Rule transforms the word of threat in Amos 5:26 and 27 into a word 
of p r o m i s e h o w e v e r ,  the community first modifies the text 
itself. Either the commentator is translating in his mind a word 
similar to iHni, or, more simply, the verse is given an eschato- 
logical interpretation when Jerusalem is reoccupied and the "High 
(One)," the "Teacher of Righteousness," instructs "those who 
observe the Law.
Finally in fragment 10, the definite article on m w n  (1:6) 
is omitted in IQpMic. It appears that no uniformity exists in the 
use (or omission) of the definite article with a construct phrase 
in either biblical Hebrew or DSS.
Fragments 6, 7, 8, and 9 appear to be commentary, but so 
little is preserved that the meaning, unfortunately, is lost.
Fragment 11 appears to be pesher and text of 1:9. The 
words before the text of 1:9b allude to 1:8 reading the variant‘7'7B? 
against ‘7'7’ü of the MT. This reading may reflect the gere VVlw , 
but since it is written without matres lectiones it is impossible 
to say whether the vowel intended supports the kethib or the gere 
(cf. Horgan).
Again in fragments 12-16 too little is preserved to make 
any observations on the text.
Fragments 17 and 18 comprise text and commentary on Mic 6:15 
and 16. The text follows that of the MT. The commentary that 
follows interprets these verses eschatologically; innXil 11111 Yv 11WB, 
"The interpretation concerns the last generation." The verses 
lend themselves to an eschatological interpretation ("You shall 
sow but not reap...that I may make you a desolation..."). Compare 
this with John 4:37 where "sowing" and "reaping" are given an 
eschatological setting (cf. p. 65 ). Neither the Targum nor
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medieval Jewish exegesis interprets the passage eschatologically.
Fragments 19-22 appear to be from Mic 7:6-9. In fragment 
23?YniTl may be a citation of Mic 7:17 where MT has ’*7nT3 ; cf. 
LXX which has no preposition before the noun, and P which has the 
conjunction.
4QpMic
The identification and restoration of 4QpMic is uncertain 
and thus sheds little light on the text (cf. Horgan, pp. 502-505).
MURABBA'AT 88
The fragments of Mur 88 follow very closely the MT. The 
differences mostly regard the question of plene over against 
defective vocalization; e.g., at 2:7 1*7*1 is written where MT has 
iVin ; at 2:11 xY is written where MT has l"? ; at 6:4
is written over against MT 1 ’J*7yn ; and at 6:6ii1*7y3 is written 
where Mt has JlYiyi. At 4:7 HX is written above the line, and at 
7:4 the waw in Dïl313h is also written above the line. At 1:10
the gere, ’W'7Djin , is written, and at 5:7 n’1X3 is written where
MT has H’lXD. Finally, at 7:5 the conjunction waw is added before 
*7X ; and at 7:12 the preposition beth is written before 01’ .
The Greek Text (Barthélémy, p. 44),
Colonne 3
Mi. I 1 : () Aôyoç t[etr . . .] pmpocaGsL ’Ev [. . .] (3aa:Xéco; touSa 
"0[v . . . tspounjaX'/jp 
2; ’Axo[ucraTs . . .] xat to 7r[Xrijpco{xz a[ÔTr,ç . . .] èv 
stç pàpTfupa . . ,]
3: O ti iSou tetr £X7r[op£u6psvoç . . .] xaTapiQcrsTas. Kat [. . .
4: . . TaxY}]cTov[Tat] Tàôp'/j[. , . pa]yi^oovfTa]i <î)ç[. . .]
xaTa9[sp]6psvo[v sv xa]Ta(3a[asi 
5: . ..] —avra T[a]uT% Ivai [Stà apjaprtav [. . .] à(réj3<£>ta () 
iaxo)j3 0[u CTa]pap£ta Ka[l . . . tspoocraXTjp 
6: Ka[i 0]rioopat aa[papsiav dq Ô7tco]po9uXàxiov tou a[yp]ou 
ICai . . .] Iva!. xaTaoTcaco) dq tvjv yapayya [. . .1 
Kal T& OspsXia %UT^^ [. , .
7. . . .] yXuTCTa auT^ç xaTax[6t{/ou(Tî. . . . ptaOcojpara aÙT-^ ç
£V7rpiliarou[(nv...
Colonne 4
M i. I  7: . . .  sï]S<oXa [aji-riiç 6y)(t[« àçavtcrpov ô]xi iy  pi.ar[0wpaToç
. . .] xal scoç pi[cr6a)paT0ç . . . CTUcr-rpétl^ouor] tv 
8 : A là  t[oüto . . .] àvu7t6[Ssfo<; . . .
M i. I I  7: . . .  p [st' . . . Tropeuopjsvou
8 : K a lsv7i:porT0[sv . . . àvTs]arT7;crav KaTÉva[vTt. . . Trspi- 
PJoXatov £çsS'Jc[aTS . . .  ??]Tai 7r6X£p[ov 
n i  5; . , .] T01JÇ 7rXa[vôivTa!; . . . •■re6Xepo]v
6 : A [là ToJuTO [. . . xa]l crxoTacr0['/i<j£Tat ûp]£tv [. , .
8]6(T£TaL 6 Tfh.oq [, . .
Colonne 6
M i. IV  3: . . .]7toXXc5[v . . . pajxpàv K a l <7uvxô(ÿou[c7'.v Ta:;] p a -
%a[lpa<; a’JTw]v si; àpoTpa K a l Tag <Jt[l'j[vaç ajÙTÛv 
[elç Sps7:]ava K a l où ()  p*^  àv6àpy] ë6v[oç èjç ’ ëOvo^  
[pà^aipav] K a l où ()  p-J) paOcocw e t i  -3ToXsp[£tv 
4: xal xa0tff]ovTa'. àvyjp ÙTCoxaTw àpTcéXou aù[Toü . . . 
djuxTj:; a[ÙT]où [xa]l oùx è'orTiv [. , .] " O t [ i  t]o  OTopa 
t[e tr Tcojv S[uvàp£<ov . . .]
5: "O ti TcàvTsç ol Xa[ol] 7cop£[ùcrovTat. . . 0s]oD aÙTwv 
'HpzZq [8è] -nop£[uaéps0a . . . te ]tr 0£oû [vi]pw[v £Îç 
t]ôv [. . .
Colonne 1
M i. IV  6 : . . .] aovà[Çto . . , è]^axT[pévr,v . . ,] fjV ÈxàfxciXTa
7: xal] 0y;orco [. . .] dq ù[7r6Xsip]pa [. . . ÈXTCETnEtypéjvrjV 
dq ëdvoq lo%up6v [. . .] te tr  èiz' aÙTWv Iv tco opsc 
a£i[cüv . . . IJcoç Toû alw vo^
8 : [. . . aù%]p68Y)(; OuyaTVjp [. . . èXsùosTaJi vj àpx'  ^ ‘^  [• • • 
iepouc7]aXr,p
9: [. . .] M t] {3aai[X£Ù  ^ . . .] cou àTccofXsTo . . . AScvJe:; A:;
Tt[xToùcrr,ç 
10: . . .  0ù]yaT£p c>[£i<ov . . .
V  1 : K a l au ( ) oIxo[ç pr,0Xs£p £]9pa0a ôXi[y]ocrToç ( ) tou
[stTlvai èv y;['.Xt,àcr'.v io]uSa 'E x  ooû pot £^[£Xsùa£]Tai tou 
s[Iv]a!. 0  ôcpx[o]vTa èv tw  i[crparjX xal al] èÇoSoc aÙToû 
%?' r,p[sp(ôv . . .]
2: A ià ToÛTo Sa>[G'£t,. . . tixtouJotj:; TÉ^sTac K a l [. . .] aÙTou 
ê7ci(TTp[é](|/oucnv ’Et:1 to[ùç . . .]
3: K a l [oT]y,TSTa*. ()  K a l 7co[i]pav£c {) èv l[cr]%ù{. t[etr] 
K a l èv TY] è n â p a a i ()  ovopaTo;; te tr ( )  0£où [. . .]
K a l  STrtflTTpacpiQcrovTat. " O n  vGv psyaX[uv0-^]crov- 
Tac ëûiq TcspaTcov rîjç y^ç 
4: K a l è'<r[Tai. . .
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Colonne 8
M i. V  4: . , Acraoup o n  èX8% [. . . ‘fjpcojv K a l OTi sTripV] IttI 
rà ç  pà[p£t.ç . . .] sTTcYspoùpsv ètc' aÙTOv sTcrà %[o(,- 
pévaq xal] oxtoj ap ^o vraç  àv6po>7co)[v 
5: . . . 7cotpavo’j]ot.v tv)V yyjv acrcoup èv p[op9ata . . .] yîjv 
0  vs[3pcoS èv 0  7ta p a Ç [t9 tSi . . .] aoaoup " O n  è'XÔt] 
s i-  T[r,v . . .] s i;  rà  opta [. . .
6: . . . ? ? ]  XoiTCov 0  taxco  ^ [. . .] 6 ;  Sp6<ro[; . . .] %6[p-
TOV
Barthélémy argues that the fragments of a Greek text found 
at the Dead Sea environs are part of what he calls the xaj^yE
rescension. This rescension attempts to bring the Greek text of
the Old Testament into line with the extant Palestinian texts to 
which the translator had access. The following observations 
should be noted,
1:1. The text omits the formulaic xaC év^VETO present
in LXX.
1:2. TÔ aÙTfjç is a more literal rendering of
than Kq C TlâviEÇ OL EV aOx^ of LXX.
1:3. KQXaP^OGXaL KOC ÈnLBÜOGXQL is read over against
IQpMic which omits yyyi .
1:4. Barthélemy's reconstruction of this verse represents 
a more literal rendering of the Hebrew text than LXX.
1:6. ToO apYOO agrees with the MT niB?n but cf. LXX, àpYoO , 
and IQpMic, niB? .
1:7. The text preserves the pi. i nw? of the Hebrew text, 
against the sg. of LXX.
2:7. The text employs the verb dy^Gow to represent the 
Hebrew vavyv? rather than sCoLV KQAg C of LXX. It is not clear 
whether the text follows LXX with psx’ aÔToO KoC after this, 
which is not present in the MT.
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2:8. The text follows LXX by translating at the
beginning of the verse with g}jnpO008V * The text sheds no light 
on KOTévaVTL THÇ ELpljvnC K.t.A. of LXX, except that xt^ V 5op6v 
aÙXoO of hXX is rendered as nSpL3<5AaiOV élsÔÙaaXS
3:6. As in 2:7, the translator employs a verb, OKOTaGGnOGXQL, 
to do the work of a noun and verb,g|<oxta GOXOL , which the transla­
tor of LXX employs.
4:3. The text and LXX differ in their translations of this 
verse but both could be acceptable as translations of the Hebrew.
4:4. Notice the use of ^Vi^p In' the text where LXX has 
EKaOTOÇ • Barthélémy lists this as a feature of the k q Cy g 
recension.
4:5. The text agrees with the MT by employing 0soO qOtwv
(cf. the pi. for the coll. sg. of the Hebrew text) against xijv
Ô5ÔV aÙTOÛ of LXX. P and V also agree with the MT, but Tg 
characteristically avoids this tacit acknowledgement of the exist­
ence of other gods.
5:1. In Barthélemy's reconstruction oÏKOÇ precedes "Beth­
lehem" rather than "Ephrathah" as in LXX. This does nothing to 
shed light on either LXX or the MT. It may represent a textual 
problem in the Vorlage, or it may simply be an attempt to restore 
n?! before "Bethlehem."
5:3. The text omits SljJETOL of LXX and the implied predicate
after noipaVEL , thus agreeing with the MT. For XQ 56%% of LXX
the text has xq £TT0pO£L> and omits the definite article before 
ÔVÔMQTOÇ and QgoO • It l^asgnLaTpacpl^aoViaL (cf. LXX,6nâpÇ0U0 LV) for 
which points to iijj; rather than 2 ^ 7  for the root (cf. V, P, 
and Tg). Finally the text follows LXX with the pi. for 5^ ^? 
against the sg. of the MT.
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5:4. The text appears to follow LXX on its translation of 
OlVw nT n’m  , but damage to the text makes this uncertain.’AaaOÙp 
ÔTU sAGq agrees with’3 of the MT against LXX. Finally, the text 
also agrees with the MT,D1N ?3?D] njlÜWl (ÔKTtî) apXOVTSq àvSpÙnUV) , 
where LXX has mistakenly read?3?W] (see p. 187)*
MICAH AND THE NT
The use of the OT by the NT and the relationship between the 
testaments have engaged the attention of churchmen and scholars 
since the first commentaries and theological treatises were writ­
t e n . T h e  critical questions and theological issues involved in 
the use of the OT by the NT have been dealt with by others.
For the present study, however, we will mention the general exegeti­
cal tendencies and characteristics in order to give background and 
guidance to the examination of the individual texts.
Recent studies on the nature of the NT exegesis of the OT 
have focused on the common ground shared by both the NT authors and 
the early scribes and rabbis. The discovery of the text at Qumran 
and its environs are the cause of the renewed interest in the NT 
exegetical tendencies, and a source for comaprison and evaluation. 
The common ground shared by the NT authors and their Jewish contem­
poraries should not be considered unusual, since the NT authors 
themselves were, in most instances, of Jewish ancestry, and since
the early Christian literature was written generally for a Jewish- 
47Christian audience.
Longenecker argues that though the NT authors shared exege­
tical procedures with their Jewish contemporaries, they themselves 
were not aware of following a certain exegetical mode; midrash, 
pesher, analogy, and literal interpretations all employed and 
interwoven throughout entire books and individual texts (p. 206).
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Christocentricity is the conscious element in their exegesis; "The 
exegesis was functional, generally aimed at affirming, clarifying 
or defending beliefs about Christ of the church" (Hay, p. 444; cf. 
Lonenecker, pp. 203-09; Barrett, CHB 1, pp. 403, 405, 410). This 
blend of rabbinic and christological exegesis gives the NT use of 
the OT a distinctive perspective.
The only formal quotation of Micah in the NT occurs at Matt 
2:6. The NT authors also make numerous allusions to portions of 
Micah, and use imagery from the book. Taken together, both formal 
quotations and allusions are necessary for a complete picture of
not only the use or exegesis of a particular text, but also the
 ^  ^  ^ 48text-form.
The texts chosen for examination were those listed in the 
"Index of Quotations," The Greek New Testament (2nd edition, 1968).
Micah NT Parallel
4:7 Luke 1:33 (N)
4:9 John 16:21
4:10 Rev 12:2 (N)
5:2 Matt 2:6; John 7:42 (N; WH)
6:8 Matt 23:23
6:15 John 4:37
7:6 Matt 10:21; 35-36; Mark 13:12;
Luke 12:53 (N; WH)
7:20 Luke 1:55 (N; WH); Rom 15:8
These citations were checked against the list of quotations 
in the Nestle (N) and the Westcott-Hort (WH) editions of the Greek 
New Testament, and are noted in the parentheses above. The differ­
ences in the three lists are obvious, and illustrate the difficulty 
in identifying the allusions. The present study follows the United 
Bible Society's list of citations since this gives the broadest 
possible context for comparison and evaluation.
In addition to the citations indicated above, the possible 
allusion to Mic 5:4 in Eph 2:14 will be considered, since these
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two verses figure prominently in the history of the Christian 
exegesis of the Mican passage.
The problems which beset the exegete when examining the 
relationship between a NT text and the OT text that underlies it 
are similar to those encountered when examining the versions and 
the MT. Whereas the versions are primarily translation documents 
which often exhibit theological biases when closely examined, 
the NT is primarily a theological document, which translates, or 
employs a translation of a portion of OT scripture, for support 
or verification of its own intent. Thus, when the NT use of Micah 
is examined, the procedures of positing a possible retroversion of 
the Greek into Hebrew, comparing this with the MT, the versions, 
and other early Jewish and Christian literature, and offering an 
explanation of any differences, must be followed. Since the 
theological biases of the NT authors are generally easier to 
discern than those of the translators of the versions, the explan­
ation must focus more closely on the particular context in which
49the author has given the quotation or made the allusion.
Matthew's Use of Micah
Since Matthew makes the most explicit use of Micah, his 
treatment will be set apart from the remainder of the NT.
John 7:42; Luke 11:42; 12:53; and Mark 13:2 will be considered
with their Matthaean parallels.
A. Matt 2:6; John 7:42 (cf. Luke 2:4).
Kocl ou, Bv^ OXécp. yij *Iov8a,
ovSafjLws €Î év Toîç i^yepùoiv ’ loiiSa*
éx aoO Y«P èÇeXc^ac'Toii i^Y<nS(i.cvoç,
oOTig 7ioipuxv€Î t 6v  Xa6v p.o« xàv ’ lapaiqX.
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Matt 2:6 is a composite quotation of Mic 5:1 and 2 Sam 5:2. 
The context of the passage is the journey of the Magi to pay homage 
to the child, the "King of the Jews" (2:2). The Chief Priests 
and scribes tell the Magi that the "Christ is to be born in 
Bethlehem, as was written "by the prophet" (2:4 and 5).
KaC OÙ Br|0KseM K.T.A. : for "Ephrathah" of the MT,
Matt has "land of Judah." This phrase is influenced both by
geographical considerations and tradition; "Now David was the
son of the Ephrathite of Bethlehem in Judah..." (1 Sam 17:12; cf.
Ruth 1:2; Luke 2:4). It is also influenced by the phrase xfjç
50’loUÔQLaç in vv. 1 and 5. The phrase emphasizes the kingship of 
Jesus through David and the line of Judah (cf. Matt 1:2; Gen 
49:10).^^
Oùôauûç eAaxCarcn K.T.A. : the. insignificance of Beth­
lehem, which the MT affirms, is transformed by Matt into a 
statement of its importance by the insertion of the emphatic 
negative particle. Soares-Prabhu argues that oÙôapOç is most
likely dependent upon a non-MT Vorlage which read -j7
52(p. 263). Moreover, he rejects the possibility that Matt is
paraphrasing, because nothing is added to Matt’s christological
interpretation of the text.
The paraphrasing of this particular phrase, however, had
already begun. The LXX puts the statement in the form of a
question and, more importantly, the Tg adds the qualifying par-
53t i d e  3 before l?yT . Moreover, a contrast between the present
insignificance of Bethlehem and its future importance as the
birthplace of the coming "ruler" is expected in the text of 
54Micah. Matt draws upon early Jewish exegesis, as evident in
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the versions, in order to transform the contrast, as implied in 
the MT, into a positive statement that what Micah had predicted 
has now come to pass— Bethlehem is no longer insignificant but is 
renowned inasmuch as the "Messiah" has now been born (cf. Gundry, 
Commentary, p. 29; Grundmann, p. 78). Thus the exegesis by Matt 
does have an implied christological importance: "Rather, for
Matthew the birth of Jesus has transformed Bethlehem from the 
unimportant village it was at the time of Micah's prediction into 
the supremely important birthplace of the messianic king from 
David’s line" (Gundry, Commentary, p. 29; cf. also Brown, Birth, 
p. 185, who thinks this may be a deliberate Christian change 
rather than a variant reading).
The word fjyeyôctV suggests re-pointing of the MT as
55• Soares-Prabhu again posits a non-MT tradition. How-‘T  !
ever, several considerations suggest that Matt is interpreting 
the Hebrew text christologically (cf. Gundry, Use, p. 92; Commen­
tary, p. 29). First, the alteration of "clan" to "ruler" may be 
be influenced by the existing personification of Bethlehem in 
5:1: "And you, Bethlehem...." Second, the idiom YxiW? ’dVn
occurs as a stylized phrase in the OT (e.g., Num 1:16; 10:4;
Josh 22:21 and 30) and may be influencing Matt here. Third, 
n^GpÔGLV serves to link this phrase with the quotation of 2 Sam 
5:2 where the LXX employs f|YOÙ|JSVOV(MT, 17^3 ) in reference to 
D a v i d . F i n a l l y ,  Matt uses the term again in the third stichos 
of the quotation as a translation of Thus by employing
"leaders" for 73*7x1 Matt establishes the link with 2 Sam 5:2, and
asserts Jesus’ superiority over his predecessors in the Davidic 
57line (cf. also this same emphasis on the part of Matt when he 
substitutes "land of Judah" for "Ephrathah"!).
55
’EK OOÛ K.t .A. :Y&P functions as the necessary link 
between the clauses, giving the reason for Bethlehem’s importance. 
The omission of 7*7 follows a general shortening of the phrase by 
Matt (cf. the omission of "in Israel" as well). This shorten­
ing serves to connect this with the quotation from 2 Sam 5:2. The 
poO from 2 Sam 5:2 functions essentially as the ’»*? in Mic 5:1. 
Matt employs flYOÛUEVOÇto translate YwiR (contrast LXX, âpxOVTQ ). 
This draws attention to the passage in Sam as well as reinforcing 
Matt's apologetic of Jesus' regal claim.
The final stichos is a quotation from the LXX of 2 Sam 5:2 
59(cf. 1 Chr 11:2). In order to bring this quotation into accord 
with the rest of the citation, Matt makes the necessary change from 
the 2nd sg,, nOipaV.sCQ , to the 3rd sg. , nOLUaiVSE. Traditional Davi­
dic motifs— Bethlehem, Shepherd, Ruler (King)— as well as the 
linguistic affinities mentioned above serve to connect the two OT 
passages (cf. also the idea of shepherding in Mic 5:3).
The foregoing discussion discloses that the Matthaean 
citation is neither a quotation of the LXX of Mic 5:1 nor a lit­
eral translation of the MT. Several explanations are possible. 
First, the possibility that Matt is dependent upon a non-MT 
Vorlage has been argued by Soares-Prabhu. Another possibility is 
that Matt is utilizing a different Greek translation from the LXX 
(cf. Lohmeyer). The position advocated above has focused atten­
tion on Matt's editorial reworking of Hebrew text representing 
the same consonantal text as the MT, and the influence effected 
from Jewish tradition (i.e., the same influences that are evident 
in the Tg of Micah) where it serves his christological purposes.
John 7:42 also preserves the tradition that the Jews 
expected the Messiah to be born in Bethlehem. Although John does
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not state that Jesus was born in Bethlehem, the implication of 
the verse is that he was; writing in his "customary ironical 
style"^^ John portrays the Jews as, erroneously, believing that 
Jesus was born in Galilee. Luke 2:4 preserves the tradition that 
Jesus was born in Bethlehem. He does not, however, cast this 
into a promise-fulfillment motif, as does Matt, though the allu­
sion may not have been lost on a reader well versed in the Hebrew 
scripture or tradition,
B. Matt 10:21; 35 and 36; Luke 12:53; Mark 13:12.
In Matt 10, upon instructions from Jesus, the disciples 
are to go on a missionary journey to preach that "the kingdom of 
heaven is at hand (10:7). The discourse that follows is given 
an eschatological setting— "Heal the sick, raise the dead...."
In the midst of the discourse Jesus remarks on the cost of service; 
"Do not think that I have come to bring peace on earth; I have 
not come to bring peace, but a sword" (10:35). This is immediately 
followed by a citation of Mic 7:6.
The text of Matt displays an independence from the LXX and 
a freedom with the Hebrew text of Micah. The striking difference 
between Matt and the LXX is evident in the choice of nouns employed 
to represent the Hebrew: àvGpÙTTOV (Matt) and uLÔÇ (LXX) in the 
initial clause and §x9poC nâVTSÇ ÙV8p6nou(Matt) and SXQpoC ïïâvxeç 
àv5pOC (LXX) in the. final clause of the verse. In the middle 
clauses Matt uses KQT(5[ , whereas the LXX uses ETtC , which further 
illustrates the differences between the two texts.
Matt uses the preposition Katâ rather than translating the 
verbs of the Hebrew text. This brings out the contrast between 
the pairs more forcefully and, in this respect, is stylistically
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similar to Jub. 23:19:
And they will strive with one another,
The young with the old, and the old with the young.
The poor with the rich, and the lowly with the great,
And the beggar with the prince,...
This stylistic feature and the use of the possessive pronoun after 
the word-pairs gives the text a symmetry that differs from the 
symmetry of the Mican passage.
The LXX utÔÇ (cf. Luke 12:53) is closer to the MT than 
Matt's àv0p(î)ÏÏOV j but Matt may be drawing upon the latter part of 
the verse (w?x; cf. LXX àvSpÔÇ ) for greater symmetry (Grundry,
Use, p. 78). Furthermore, Matt avoids the asyndeton of the MT by 
using the conjunction throughout his text (cf. Peshitta).
The setting of Luke 12:53 and Mark 13:12 is also eschato­
logical; however, the three passages have different settings. 
Luke's text conforms more closely to the LXX than Matt's text, 
though neither Luke nor Matt render the verbs in the MT. Also, the 
chiastic structure of Luke differs markedly from the structure of 
the LXX. Moreover, Luke abridges the quotation before the final 
line (contrast Matt). Luke agrees with the LXX in the choice of 
nouns and prepositions ( gTtC ’> contrast Matt,Kaxâ )• The chiastic 
structure of Luke emphasizes the mutual hostility (cf. Marshall, 
p. 549), whereas in Micah, the LXX, and Matt, the hostility is 
from the young to the old. Opposing factions is a common theme 
in the apocalyptic literature of Hellenistic Judaism (cf. Enoch 
100:1;,2; Jub. 23:19; 2 Apo c . Bar. 70:3).
Mark 13:12 is the most allusive of the three citations. 
Ruptured familial! relations follow governmental persecutions as 
a result of adherence to, and the preaching of, the Gospel (13:11), 
Mark adds fraternal hostility to the list of familial animosity
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(cf. Enoch 56:7; 100:1, 2), and stands together with Luke by making
the hostilities mutual rather than the young against the old (cf. 
Enoch 99:5).
The textual tradition in the three citations is difficult 
to untangle, but neither Matt, Luke, nor Mark presuppose a differ­
ent textual tradition than the one preserved in the MT. The 
influence upon the Gospel texts by contemporaneous Jewish apoca­
lyptic texts (Enoch 56:7; 99:5; 100:1, 2; Jub. 23:19; 4 Ezra 5:9;
2 Apoc. Bar. 70:3), and possibly among the Gospels themselves, as 
well as the occasional influence from the versions, can account 
for the widely divergent appropriations of Jesus’ words by the 
individual Gospel writers. Mark is the farthest from the MT and 
the least influenced by the versions. The chiastic structure in 
Luke’s passage, a device Jesus often employed, suggests that this 
may be the most primitive of the Gospel traditions (cf. Gundry,
Use, p. 79; and, less certainly, Marshall, p. 549). Luke, how­
ever, conforms more closely to the LXX than the other Gospels.
Matt's text appears to be assimilated to the Mican passage, even 
to the extent of including the final line of Mic 7:6 (contrast 
Luke and Mark).
Why are the passages given an eschatological setting? The 
Mican passage is a straightforward lament over the general deprav­
ity of a society where even familial relationships cannot be 
trusted. The LXX, Vulgate, and Peshitta all support the MT in 
this. The Targum, however, inserts Hinn njiyi, "in that day."
This phrase, or its equivalent, in the Tg of Micah marks the 
verses as eschatological; Mic 7:6, however, is an insertion inde­
pendent of an underlyingNinn Dipi . The Mishnah preserves the 
tradition that, "With the footprints of the Messiah [the signs
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which herald the coming of the Messiah] presumption shall increase 
and dearth shall reach its height..." (Sota 9:15). It is not 
clear why Mic 7:6 was appropriated by Jewish Apocalyptists, but by 
following this early Jewish exegesis, Jesus lays claim to messianic 
authority and issues a warning that persecution is part and parcel 
of belonging to the messianic community (cf. Allen, p. 389).
C. Matt 23:23 (cf. Luke 11:42).
Matt 23:23 is the fourth in a series of "woes" against 
the "scribes and pharisees." There are considerable differences 
between Matt's version and Luke's, two of which are particularly 
relevant to the present study. First, for "dill and cumin" Luke 
has "rue and every herb."^^ In the Mishnah not every herb is to 
be tithed ("rue" is specifically mentioned, Seb. 9:1; Schlatter 
suggests that this implies the possibility of doubt on the matter 
of tithing rue, cf. Marshall, p. 497). After discussing the 
difficulties between Matt, Luke, and rabbinic tradition, Marshall 
concludes, "The two lists probably reflect different recensions 
of Q (rather than M and Q traditions), and in both cases the 
pharisees are attacked for meticulous observance of the Law, cer­
tainly for going beyond the requirements of the OT and possibly 
for going beyond the oral law..." (p. 497). Matt's version 
reflects a greater knowledge of rabbinic tradition (as preserved 
in the Mishnah), whereas Luke seems dependent upon his source.
The second difference concerns the "weightier things of 
the Law" (omitted by Luke).^^ Both Gospels preserve KpCoLQ from 
their source(s), but Matt inserts ëAsoç and Tljv nCOTHV , whereas 
Luke preserves the tradition of his source (Xljv ÔyÔnav TOO 0£OU 
is not a Lucan phrase; Marshall, p. 498, Gundry, Commentary, 
p. 464). The changes appear to be due to Matt's reworking of
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the tradition; one must ask on what basis he does this.
Gundry argues that "mercy" (cf. Luke's use of èAenpOGÙVnV, 
"charity, alms," in 11:41!) replaces "love for God" in the tradi­
tional woe, since "mercy" and its cognates occur frequently in Matt, 
and in Matt 22:37-39 "neighbourly love" is put on par with loving 
God. However, "faith," for Matt, is directed toward God (Gundry, 
Commentary, p. 464), hence functions essentially as "love for God" 
in the traditional woe, Gundry mentions this but argues that "faith" 
acts to compensate for the insertion of "mercy" and its replacement 
for "love of God" (Commentary, p. 464).
Matt's three-fold saying, however, is remarkably reminiscent
of the three-fold requirement from God in Mic 6:8: "To do justice,
to love mercy, and to walk humbly with your God." Moreover, Matt 
appears to go beyond the traditional saying, a device he also used 
in 10:35 where he supplants a Jewish apocalyptic saying in the
Gospel tradition (Mark 13:2), by quoting the OT passage which under­
lies it (Mic 7:6).^^ Gundry says that it is "part of Matthew's 
style to allude often to the OT" (Commentary, p. 463). Also, the 
similarity in parenesis between the Mican passage and the Gospel 
tradition— both Micah and Jesus berate their audience for outward 
manifestations of worship, while neglecting the "weightier" matters 
of the Law— suggests that Matt may again be grounding a dominical
/ t
saying more firmly in its OT background. The jibe would not be 
lost on a careful reader.
If this is indeed an allusion to Mic 6:8, it shows no linguis­
tic or theological affinities with the versions. The LXX employs 
KpCpa for PSB/P, whereas Matt's text has KpCoLV (both terms are 
used frequently to render pgpR). Both the LXX and Tg render the 
enigmatic oy liD*? y]%n somewhat paraphrastically. The LXX
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reads "to be ready to walk..." and the Tg adds "fear," to avoid 
the starkness of walking "with God."
One objection against viewing Matt 23:23 as an allusion 
to Mic 6:8 is that the final word in the Matthaean saying is not 
equal to "walking humbly with your God" (although Gundry mentions 
Matt's frequent use of OT, he does not see this verse as an allu­
sion to Mic 6:8). However, since yjyn only occurs in Mic 6:8 
and Prov 11:2 in the OT, it is difficult to ascertain precise 
nuances of meaning. For Matt, faith is directed towards God; 
Bultmann says, "In primitive Christianity nCoXLÇ became the 
leading term for the relation of man to God" ,(TDNT, vol 6, p. 205). 
Thus the term "faith," though not a translation of yjyn , may
be seen at Matt's exegesis of the phrase since both terms are 
concerned with the proper relationship with God. Viewed in this 
light, the two passages correspond more closely than at first 
appearance.
The Matthaean passage also helps in elucidating Mic 6:8, 
or at least showing one possible understanding of it. The Mican 
passage is sometimes seen as a rejection of ritual observance.
Since the "Law" is often abrogated in the NT— Jesus himself makes 
a point of breaking the law on numerous occasions (e.g.. Matt 
12:Iff.), one might expect support for this interpretation of 
Mic 6:8 in the NT. Both Matt and Luke, however, uphold ritual 
observance in the final clause of the verse; Luke's TtapeLVaU^^ 
"do not neglect," is synonymous to Matt's pfj 6@GLVaL , "do not 
forsake." Thus in these passages ritual observance is not set 
against inward piety, but each grows from the other.
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Allusions to Micah outside Matthew
A. Luke 1:33 (cf. Isa 9:7)
Mic 4:7 is a prophecy of the eschatological rule of Yahweh 
over the remnant in Zion. Luke omits “i m  , but the reference
to the "throne of David" makes this superfluous. Luke is not depen­
dent upon the LXX: he renders iyi by q ÙK êOTOL xéAoç , whereas
the LXX employs sCc TÔV QLÜVa . No affinities with other 
versions are evident. By alluding to Mic 4:7, Luke makes a notable
blending of the eternity of Yahweh's reign (Mic 4:7) with 
69Davidic promises (Isa 9:7), which find their fulfilment in the 
birth of Jesus.
B. Luke 1:55; Rom 15:8, 9.
God’s mercy is the focus of attention in Luke's passage; 
hence Mic 7:18, 19 are as much a part of this allusion as the 
linguistic affinities with Mic 7:20. TQ.'A3P&W functions as a 
parenthetical indirect object to pvr)O0nvaL sAéoç; (cf. Marshall, 
p. 85; but see Plummer, p. 34). The promise in Luke is confined 
to the spiritual offspring ( onépHOt) of Abraham (contrast the 
"proud," "rulers," and "rich" who have been removed from the 
"humble" and "hungry" in 1:51-53).
Whilst the emphasis in Luke's passage is on God's mercy,
Romans emphasizes the promises of God, promises of truth and 
mercy. Although there is a major exegetical problem in Rom 
15:8, 9 (the relation of the infinitives in 8b and 9a to sCq xô 
this study is not dependent upon its resolution.
The Romans passage stresses the universal nature of God's 
promises in sharp contrast to the restricted reference in the 
Lucan passage. The blessing comes to the Jews ÛTlép
63
àAnGsCaq (cf. Rom 3:3; 11:29; LXX: 5&GSLQ àA^GeiaV xQ
'IaK(î)3 ), and to the Gentiles Ùïïép ëAeOUÇ (cf. Rom 11:30, 31;
LXX: ëAeov X0 'A3p6p). Paul employs the rabbinic 
exegetical. principle ïliai ' VYd ' ,"the
general and the particular"; Jacob stands for the "circumcision," 
that is, Israel (cf. Rom 9:13, 11:26), and Abraham stands for the 
Gentiles (cf. Gal 3:6-9, 14).
The Vorlage of the NT text is difficult to establish. The 
LXX is a literal translation of the Hebrew and, since the citations 
are so allusive, any connection between it and the NT texts would 
be purely hypothetical. That the LXX has not influenced Luke 1:55 
seems evident in the divergent treatment of Qip where one
might reasonably expect an agreement; Luke employs x6v aCüVa » 
whereas the LXX has the more literal ifjjjépaç xàç ëuTtpOO0SV (cf. 
the divergent treatment of 07iy lyi in Luke 1:33 above). Since 
àAriOsCaÇ the most common translations of andxpn ,
we cannot draw any conclusions on the influence by the LXX on Paul. 
The Tg has not influenced either passage since the homiletical 
expansion with which the Tg treats Mic 7:20 is not evident in 
either Luke or Rom.^^
C. John 4:37
In John 4:37 the proverb "one sows but another reaps" is
said to be "genuine" or "accurate" (àAriGCvoçî cf. Barrett, John,
72p. 160; Bultmann, p. 53). According to Barrett, the proverb 
stems from Greek rather than Hebrew sources (citing Aristophanes, 
Equités 392, and Philo, LegumAllegoriae III 227). An aphorism 
such as this, however, is more likely to be a part of the general 
heritage of the wisdom tradition of any ancient society (R. E. Brown
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John, p. 183), especially since the general idea is well attested 
in the OT itself (Bultmann, p . 198). While dependence on Mic 6:15 
cannot be established, some general observations about its use can 
be made.
In the OT the separation of sower from reaper is a sign of |
4
judgment (cf. Mic 6:15; Deut 28:30; see also Mic 2:4). Jesus â
extends the meaning of this proverb to be a "pessimistic reflection A#
on the inequity of life" (Brown, John, p. 183; also Barrett, John, 
p. 242). In the Johannine passage, the sower and reaper rejoice 
together (4:36). The paradoxical character of this event is 
resolved by the eschatological mission of the disciples: "And he
that reapeth receiveth wages, and gathereth fruit unto eternal 
life..." (4:36).
That "others" have sown (the Law, Prophets, and especially 
Jesus himself) and yet the disciples reap (a metaphor for mission­
ary work; cf. Matt 9:37 and 38; Bultmann, p. 197) is an eschato- 
logical sign: "The rules of human activity are not applicable to
such an event" (Bultmann, p. 197). Thus what was in the old order 
(typified by the physical harvest) a word of judgment and cynicism,
becomes in the eschatological order (typified by the spiritual A
harvest) a word of r e j o i c i n g . ^
■f
D. John 16:21; Rev 12:2 (cf. also Isa 66:7-9). .
■f
These passages are beset by a series of complex issues; |
hence the context of each pericope will be presented first to 
facilitate the discussion about their relationship.
Mic 4:9 and 10 is the first in a series of oracles which 
contrast the present distress of Jerusalem with the future hope 
of the people. The prophet asks a series of satirical questions 
that demonstrate the severity of the present distress. The final
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question compares their distress with the agony a woman feels in 
75childbirth. In 4:10 childbirth imagery is again used to reiter­
ate and enhance the message of present judgment— their agony is 
justified because the situation gets worse. The oracle closes 
with a word of deliverance; not deliverance from the present 
situation, as was hoped for, but deliverance through the judgment 
"of the exile.
The word of deliverance at the end of this oracle points 
the childbirth imagery to the final oracle of the series (4:14- 
5:5; especially 5:2). From this metaphor the prophet introduces 
the concept of God inaugurating a new phase in dealing with his 
people (cf. Mays, pp. 106, 116),
John 16:21 contrasts the false joy of the world when Jesus 
dies with the true joy of the disciples, which goes beyond the 
sorrow of Jesus' separation from them to the time when he will be 
with them again. Jesus uses a simple parable of childbirth to 
illustrate this paradox; a woman has sorrow during the birth 
process but joy when the child is delivered.
Rev 12 is a complex blending of myth and Christian theology. 
The author employs the childbirth imagery in verse 2 where a woman 
in labour gives birth to a male child who is to rule "all nations" 
(12:5), A "dragon" is waiting to devour the child at birth, but 
the child is "caught up to God" (12:5), and the woman escapes to 
the wilderness (12:6),
There is no obvious relationship between the passages cited 
above. The roots of the NT passages are grounded in a number of 
OT passages, of which the Mican pericopes are a part (see e.g.,
Isa 26:17 and 18; 66:7-10; Jer 4:31; passim; Hos 13:13, cf.
also I QH 3:8ff). Though linguistic affinities between the
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passages, or the versions on Micah, cannot be established, the use 
of this complex imagery can be commented upon.
In John 16:21 the childbirth serves as a contrast between 
sorrow and joy. The meaning of the passage need not be limited to 
this obvious interpretation, as with Bernard: "The image provides
a familiar and touching illustration of the truth that pain is often 
the necessary antecedent to the supreme joys of life" (p. 515). Nor 
must one resort to allegory, as with Loisy: the woman represents
the synagogue converted to Christianity (as quoted in Bultmann, 
pp. 179f.). The travail imagery employed—  n%)an Jewish
doctrine— gives this pasage eschatological significance. Similarly, 
the reference to Jesus' death and resurrection points to the suffer­
ing and joy of the messianic community before the Parousia: "The
resurrection means, in an anticipatory way, the realization of the 
messianic salvation" (Barrett, John, p. 493).^^
In the light of the Mican passage then, the joy of the 
disciples at the emergence of the new dispensation (both in the 
resurrection and Parousia) compares to the joy of Israel^^ at her 
deliverance and, further on, to the inauguration of Yahweh's new 
dealings with her. Though the idea of judgment is lacking or 
buried in the Johannine passage, the theme of necessary suffering 
before joy is evident.
The childbirth imagery in Rev 12 is not a parable of suffer-
ing and joy, but a metaphor announcing the birth of a ruler. The 
complex symbolism of this passage provides ample rope for an inter­
preter to hang himself; nevertheless, some cautious remarks 
concerning the use of the childbirth imagery can be made. It seems 
unsatisfactory to drive a wedge between understanding the passage 
either on historical grounds or cosmological grounds; that is, the
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reference is either to the birth of the OT Messiah and the NT |
Christ, to Satan's attack against Jesus on earth, or to the struggle f
between darkness and light, Satan and God. The eschatological i
i
character of the passage allows the historical even to become ;
anticipatory of future significance.
First, the woman in Rev 12:2 is to be identified with the <
79 'People of God, the messianic community. Brown takes it further I
to suggest that this also refers to Mary who is a personificaton %
of the messianic community (John, p. 732); but Mounce rejects this, 1
preferring to interpret the pericope according to a consistent non- 4
temporal struggle between God and Satan. "
Second, although Caird may overstate the case when he says, |
"By the birth of the Messiah John means not only the nativity but
the Cross" (p. 149), nevertheless, the connection between the
agonizing birth of the child and the death and resurrection of Jesus I
comprises part of the symbolism of this passage. This is evident in 
12:5 where the child is caught up to God (cf. Rev 1:5 where Jesus is 
called the "firstborn of the dead").
In the light of the Mican passage, the historical allusions 4i
in Rev 12 have closer affinities with the announcement of the birth 
of a ruler in Mic 5:2 than the idea of tribulation in Mic 4:9 and 10.
The eschatological setting of Rev 12, however, aligns itself more 
with Mic 4:9 and 10 (and, consequently, with John 16) where a new 
order of things is established through OAtljJLÇ ■>
E. Eph 2:14 (cf. Isa 9:6)
The context of Eph 2 is the union that Christ establishes 
between Jew and Gentile, a union predicated on the reconciliatory 





not make reference to Mic 5:4 when commenting on Eph 2:14. However, 
since both Jews (e.g., Kimchi) and Christians have understood the 
enigmatic phrase ai*7W HT n’ill to be a reference to the Messiah, 
investigating a possible link between the two passages seems 
warranted.
As with other allusions to Micah in the NT, Eph 2:14 is 
neither an adaptation of the LXX translation, nor a literal transla­
tion of the Hebrew text. Rather, it appears to be an ad hoc 
adaptation of a text. The difference between the NT texts and the 
MT lie in the addition of yâp and ITHJWV , and the express use of 
aÙTÔÇ (contrast LXX, aÙT») ) as the subject and etprivn as the
predicate. |
Schlier argues that the immediate background of the Eph 2 |
passage lies in the author's use of the Gnostic Redeemer myth as |
a conceptual vehicle for proclaiming the redemptive event of the 4
reconciliation between Jew and Gentile wrought by Christ. On the ^
■J
other side of the spectrum, Barth argues that the quotation of i
IIsa 57:19 in Eph 2:17 (cf. also 2:13) forms the general background
to the pericope. Rather than becoming ensnarled by this debate, |
our remarks will be limited to observations about Mic 5:4 and ^
Eph 2:14. I
■i
At the outset, two observations can be made. First, concern- 4
ging the Ephesians passage, the author follows the general NT r
ipractice of interpreting OT passages or concepts christologically; I
Jesus the Messiah is said to be the OlVw . Second, the Tg on i
-"iMic 5:4 paraphrases the enigmatic phrase by XJ"? NOVw ’il’l . 4'
Note especially the addition ofxaV , and cf. ijpÛV in Eph 2:14.
In Micah and Isaiah, several passages link peace with messi­
anic expectation. In Isa 57:19 peace is promised to him who is
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, . . . . . . . i
"far off" and him who is "near"; in Mic 5:4 the "ruler" brings ^
peace amidst the "Assyrian" threat; Isa 9:5 promises the birth of 
a child (cf. Mic 5:2) who will be called "Prince of Peace" (cf.
Isa 52:7 which mentions one who brings "good tidings" and "peace").
If, as Barth argues, the author of Ephesians "more than once
reflects traces of rabbinic commentation and goes beyond or corrects
its results" (p. 31), then the loose strands noted above can be
threaded to form a possible link. Since peace is the theme that
runs throughout the pericope, and since an OT passage concerning
peace is explicitly quoted (Isa 57:19 at Eph 2:17), then other texts
81relating to this theme and falling within established "text-plots" 
could be drawn upon to support the development of thought in the f
passage. Moreover, since the author draws upon rabbinic tradition, 
in the light of the Tg on Mic 5:4 where is added, the author
may once again be drawing upon the tradition at his disposal (cf. 
especially the change from "you" in 2:13 to "our" in 2:14).
Whether or not the author is indeed drawing upon Mic 5:4, 
the fulfilment in Eph 2:14 is greater than the individual OT 
prophecies as Christ is said to bring peace both between his 
people (the Jews) and their neighbours (the Gentiles), and between 
God and Man.
flj%
Several observations and questions emerge from the study of 
these texts— not all of which receive clear or sufficient answers.
The foremost issue is the text; does the NT text uphold the MT or 
reflect a nonrMT Vorlage? What influence, if any, do the versions 
exert on the NT text? On the basis of this study, three general 
statements about the texts will be defended. First, there is no 




found in the MT. Second, with the exception of Luke 12:53, the LXX 
exerts no discernible influence on the NT use of Micah. Third, when 
there is a demonstrable influence on the NT, the same influence also 
appears in the Tg. The reverse of this is not true; not all of the 
T g ’s theological reworking of the Mican text appears in the NT.
First, the probable Vorlage of the NT text gives no reason for 
emending the MT. The principal text is Matt 2:6; the other refer- Î
ences are so allusive that retroversion for purposes of emendation 
is highly speculative. Matt 2:6 differs considerably from the MT 
but the differences can be explained on the basis of Matt's christo- 
logical exegesis of Micah's text. The most probable alternative 
reading to the MT is?g(T)bNa for • However, the christological
implications of Matt's interpretation militates against even positing 4
this as an alternative reading, let alone using the NT to emend the 
MT (which has full support from the versions). Moreover, even the 
enigmatic jUin"? T»yï has the support, albeit diverse, of the ver­
sions, and Matt's interpretation need not imply a different Vorlage. 4
Concerning this text, Stendahl concluded, "Yet this does not mean 
that Matthew had a Hebrew text other than the MT. His different
reading should rather be understood as an ad hoc interpretation of
82 Zthe MT's consonantal text." To this we could ad that the ad hoc
interpretation shows a blending of raidrashic and christological
exegesis; Matt is not merely translating but reinterpreting while
he translates.
What is true of Matt 2:6 can be extended to the allusions to 
Mican texts in the NT. Even the allusion to Mic 7:6, which is 
treated so diversely by the Evangelists, does not suggest a differ­
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3Secondly, the knowledge or influence of the LXX translation 
does not appear in any of the allusions to Micah, with the possible ÿ
exception of Luke 12:53. To state this positively, when there is a 
real point of comparison between the NT and the LXX of Micah, the 
NT shows remarkable independence from the text of the LXX. This 
is true in the formal quotation in Matt 2:6 where "land of Judah" 
is read over against "house of Ephrathah" of the LXX. Also, Matt I
has a negative emphatic particle where the LXX has ô A lYO0t 6ç - 
Moreover, Matt has "leaders" where the LXX has "thousands" (for 
tgYxj ), andnYOÛ|J£VOÇ(Matt) and âpXOVTQ (LXX) are read for YwiD •
Similarly Matt 10:35 and 36 differ both in structure and transla­
tion from the LXX of Mic 7:6; and Matt 23:23 employs different
words where one might well expect an agreement (e.g., KptoLV [Matt] 
and KpCpa [LXX] for paiÿp of the MT).
Outside Matt's Gospel, Luke 1:33 shows minor differences
with the text of the LXX on Mic 4:7; Luke 1:55 employs £LQ IÔV f
r
aCwva over against the LXX, xâç ^pépaç Tâç §MnpO00£V for MT's f
Oil? at 7:20. John 4:37 translates “iSj? by 8£p[^WV where the |
LXX has àpijoOQ; and finally, Eph 2:14 differs markedly from the 
LXX of Mic 5:4.
The one text that does show a possible influence from the LXX 
is Luke 12:53. The textual tradition that underlies the three allu- #
sions to Mic 7:6 in the Synoptics appears to be mixed. The passages 
support the eschatological interpretation of Mic 7:6, though each in 
a different setting. Neither Mark nor Luke view the allusion as 
fulfilled prophecy, which Matt evidently does (Matt's text conforms 
most closely to the MT, to the extent that he adds the final stichos 
to the prophecy which is absent from Mark and Luke). Mark shows the 
least proximity to the Mican text. One possible explanation of this
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is that the words are part of the dominical tradition, as preserved 
by Mark. Matt, recognizing the affinities with Mic 7:6, anchors 
the words in the OT text (laying claim to Jesus' messianic author­
ity). Thereupon Luke, aware of Matt's rendering (and perhaps less 
familiar with the Mican text and especially Jewish exegesis of it 
— Tg's eschatological interpretation and the Jewish apocalyptic 
texts) draws upon the LXX to render his translation.
The observation that the LXX of Micah does not appear to
exert much influence on the NT use of Micah raises the question of
whether the LXX was widely circulated in Palestine, or, if it was,
whether it was highly regarded as a translation. With so little
evidence and with so elusive citations, this is all but impossible
to answer with any degree of certainty. A. Baumstark's examination
of the non-LXX quotations in Matt from the Minor Prophets indicates
that the textual variations between Matt and the MT have a parallel 
84in the Tg. He further argues that Matt's Vorlage is based upon a 
lost Targum which is similar to the Vorlage of the Samaritan Penta­
teuch (p. 313). The observation that the NT use of Micah is not
influenced by the LXX, and the results of Baumstark's study, lead us 
to the final statement, namely, that the Tg and the NT show remark­
able affinities in certain texts. The most explicit example is 
Mic 7:6 which is given an eschatological twist— "In that day"— by 
the Tg and is in an eschatological setting in the Synoptics. There 
are also similarities in the explicitly messianic interpretation of 
Mic 5:1 in the Tg and Matt 2:6. Moreover, ;,-j7n'7 is paraphrased
by the qualifying particle kaf in the , which Matt carries
one step further by oÙÔOHÛÇ- 'W'e argued that this had christological 
implications, but we may also see where translators were, at an 
early stage in the transmission of the text, already trying to bring
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out the contrast implied in the Hebrew text. We see this in the LXX,
ÔÀLYOGTÔÇ £Î TOO GtVQl K.X.A. , which might be rendered as a
question, or in the Lucianic texts which insert the negative jJH
before ÔÂOYOOIÔÇ . Might we also see a connection between the Tg's
m m ’ il’m  K’b Vn i  and Matt's f)YSp6GLV ? Finally, there are also
the affinities between the Tg of Mic 5:4 and Eph 2:14 (especially
the possessive pronoun "our").
This is not to say that the NT always follows the exegetical
traditions that are preserved in the Tg. For example, the Tg of
Mic 7:20 has an homiletical expansion on the traditions of the
patriarchs that does not appear in Luke or Paul. This again shows
the freedom that the NT authors exercise when dealing with the OT
texts and the traditional interpretations which surround them.
Another observation which emerges from the study is that the
citations, whether formal or allusive, fall within certain text-
plots which the early Christians understood as having special
reference to the life and ministry of Jesus Christ and the events
85surrounding his imminent return, and the life of the church. The 
two citations that do not fall within the text-plots, v i z ., Mic 6:8
and 15, are not presented in the fulfilment motif normally associ­
ated with the text-plots. Rather, these texts fall under a more 
general rubric of "folk theology." Mic 6:15 is explicitly called 
a "saying" (6 AÔYOÇ ), which suggests its proverbial character.
The allusion to Mic 6:8 is not presented as a proverb, but this
text was highly regarded in rabbinic theology and has been
87called the "high water-mark" of OT religion.
Finally, though the NT authors share the cultural milieu of 








practices of their contemporaries, the atomizing effect of much of
this exegesis (especially Qumran pesher) is largely absent from the
88texts we have examined. To be sure, the texts are presented in 
the light of their fulfilment in the person and work of Jesus 
Christ, but the OT context is not dismissed out of hand; the 
fulfilment often goes beyond what the OT author envisioned only 
because of the new revelation of God in Jesus Christ.
CONCLUSIONS
In this initial study of the text of Micah, we have sought 
only to identify the general characteristics and exegetical tenden­
cies of the early witnesses to the text. We have not attempted to 
explain and classify every divergence between these witnesses and f
the MT, and thus our conclusions concerning the text must also be 
general. Which particular reading is "original," or the "best," 
must still be decided on an individual basis; however, the general 
conclusions may help in reaching that decision.
These initial, and therefore tentative, conclusions concern­
ing the characteristics of the early witnesses to the text of Micah 
require a fuller treatment than was possible here. The effect a 
rendering makes in the translation and greater precision in the 
terminology for and identification of "variant readings" must guide 
any further investigation. What emerges from this study is that, 
though the MT is addmitedly difficult in spots, the versions and 
the other early witnesses are of marginal help for emending the 
text. That is, these witnesses appear to represent a text that 
corresponds to the consonantal text of the MT. When a divergence 
is clearly discernable, it usually represents an inferior reading 
due to normal scribal errors, lack of knowledge, influence from other 
sources or translations, or biases of the translator or scribe.
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')■We argued that the NT citations and allusions, where retro- 4
version is possible, witness to the consonantal text of the MT. The 
authors, particularly Matt, take liberty with the text, especially 
when a christological point is being made. Similarly, they utilize 
existing exegetical traditions when it serves their purposes.
The texts from the environs of the Dead Sea are not easy to 'W
assess because they are so fragmentary. The general consensus is, 
however, that these do not represent a significant departure from 
the text which has come down to us as the MT (cf. Milik). Our study 
supports this conclusion.
The versions are more difficult to assess, even though the 
entire text of Micah is represented by them. The most important 
witness, the LXX, presents the most difficulties. This translation 
shows the most widespread divergence from the MT (if our methods pf 
retroversion truly reflect the Vorlage). Our study indicates that 
these numerous divergencies between the LXX and the MT represent 
what appear to be "scribal errors" and not a systematic reworking #
of the text nor an alternative text-type. One is left to conclude 
that either the Vorlage contained these numerous discrepancies, or 
the translator introduced them. The latter seems more likely since 
on certain occasions where the MT is not in question, the translator 
clearly introduces an inferior reading (e.g., Mic 1:1).
Tg, P and V are easier to assess than LXX. The translators 
themselves seem more skilled and, perhaps more importantly, how they 
view their task is more clearly defined and carried out. We mentioned 
that the LXX translator had little to emulate when he undertook the 
task of translating; consequently, his translation lacks a certain 
perspicuity. The translator gives a literal rendering of his text 
insofar as he understands it; however, his adhesion to the text
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is not highly sophisticated. While he follows the word order, he
fails to make distinctions in his rendering of words or particles
that would indicate that his adherence is more than just formal 
89structure. Moreover, his competence seems greater in the recep­
tor language (Greek), rather than the source language (Hebrew).
In contrast, the translator of Tg is an expositor, not simply a 
translator. He paraphrases, expands, deletes, and otherwise takes S
liberties with his text in order to explain the significance of it.
It must be remembered that the Targumim were intended to be oral, 
not written, expositions. Presumably, recourse to the Hebrew text 
would be readily available. (Since for the Greek speaking Jews, and 
especially later with the Christians, the LXX gained in prestige
and eventually was considered inspired, recourse to the Hebrew
91became less important during this period. ) The competence of the 
translator of the Tg in the source language is evident in his recog­
nition of Hebrew idioms and the sophisticated manner in which he 4
paraphrases. V follows the LXX in taking the literal approach.
Indeed, we know from Jerome's writing that he was aware of the 
distinction between literary and non-literary translation (cf. Brock,
"Aspects of Translation," pp. 69f.). His competence is evident in 
the distinctions he makes in the meaning of certain words (e.g.,
M03 in 2:6-11). What prevents P from having the perspicuity I
of V and Tg is its contact with the other versions, especially the 
LXX. The translator tends toward the literal, which by this time is 
the predominant method of biblical translation (cf. Brock, "Aspects 
of Translation," pp. 70, 77 f.). His translation is less formal in |
this structure, however, often employing Syriac syntax. His compe­





There are various approaches one may take to investigate the
2history of the interpretation of a passage. The present study is 
closely aligned to what Osborn calls the "problematic approach" (p. 
45). The questions the commentator himself brings to the text and 
how he solves these problems are the matters of importance and the 
starting place for the investigation. Evaluation is necessarily 
part of any critical investigation, but modern criteria are not
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A SURVEY OF THE HISTORY 4
OF THE INTERPRETATION OF MIC 4:14-5:5
An investigation of the history of exegesis of a passage is 
intended to clarify the exegetical problems that arise from the 
text and to review the various solutions to these problems. It is |
thus one more tool in the exegetical task, much as philology, 
historical and literary criticism, and other disciplines aid inter­
pretation. By investigating the major commentaries from all periods, 4
as well as from diverse theological persuasions, it is hoped that a |Ibroad base will be laid to carry out a fully-informed, responsible t?j
exegesis. Because time and space do not permit an investigation of ;|
1 . . .  4all pertinent material, we have necessarily limited ourselves to f
the major commentaries. More particularly, we have tried to be I
exhaustive on the extant commentaries prior to the Reformation 
because these are often overlooked. The proliferation of commenter- 4
ies during and after the Reformation makes the task of examining every 
commentary all but impossible within the confines of this thesis.
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imposed upon those who do not operate under the assumptions of 
modern critical methodology. One may reject an interpretation in 
the light of subsequent knowledge and methodology, but one may not 
fault the interpreter for not sharing this by reason of his place 
in history. This approach allows for development and progress in 
interpretation without introducing historical hubris or cumbersome 
teleological implications.
Finally, one cannot investigate the history of interpretation 
without encountering the problem of what constitutes the literal 
sense of a text; "There are few more perplexing and yet important 
problems in the history of biblical interpretation than the issue of 
defining what is meant by the sensus literalis of a text."^ At the 
very outset of our study we are confronted by the problem in the 
opposing interpretations of Cyril and Theodore. For Cyril, Mic 4:14- 
5:5 is clearly a prophetic reference to Christ who was born in 
Bethlehem and whose origin is from the Father ("from the days of 
eternity"). Theodore, while accepting Christ as the ultimate fulfil­
ment of the prophecy, argues extensively that the more immediate 
fulfilment is to Zerubbabel and the return from Exile. Since 
Zerubbabel was not born in Bethlehem, would not Cyril's christologi­
cal exegesis be deemed more "literal"? (Cf. Theodoret who singles 
out the Zerubbabel interpretation of this passage as "contending 
against the truth.")
R. Loewe observes in his examination of the plain meaning in 
early rabbinic exegesis that "...what is to be regarded as plain, 
straightforward exposition is a question to which different periods, 
intellectual climates, and even individual temperaments will give 
varying answers: So that we should not be justified in disallowing
a claim by early Rabbinic comment to be prosecuting literal exegesis
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merely because it conflicts with our own notions of Rationalism."^
Loewe's study of the terms derash and peshat led him to 
conclude that peshat is not so much the simple meaning as the author­
itative teacher or by its familiarity with the believing community 
(p. 181). In contrast, derash is the more experimental phase of 
exegesis, and may crystallize into peshat if it finds acceptance in 
orthodox opinion (Loewe, p. 183). Loewe concludes that, at least to 
the end of the Talmudic period, the simple equation that peshat is 
the plain sense and derash is the applied sense of a text must be 
jettisoned (p. 183). Static and dynamic are a more proper distinc­
tion.
Thus the history of interpretation, especially in the light 
of Loewe's study of peshat and derash, may lead to a reconsideration 
of what constitutes the literal sense— whether we employ the terms 
sensus literalis, peshat, or theoria (see below)— of a passage. At 
any rate, this again allows for a development and progress of 
thought without imposing modern criteria or introducing any concept 
of a once-for-all solution to the problem of the limits of the 
literal sense of a passage.
THE PATRISTIC PERIOD
"...As we look closely at the examples of interpretation of 
the Old Testament throughout the Ante-Nicene period we are no doubt 
tempted to see only the stupidities, the strange and now laughable 
allegories."^ The Patristic period is often overlooked by modern 
commentators because of the inaccessibility of the literature and 
the occasional apparent absurdities found in the writings. Amid 
the dross, however, is a store of exegetical treasures that can 
stimulate fresh thinking on old problems.
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Two exegetical schools dominate this period, the Alexandrian 
and Antiochene. The differences between these two traditions are 
famliar— and they are no more evident than in the commentaries on 
Mic 4:14-5:5 (5:1-5:6). The Alexandrian school, rooted in Platonic 
philosophy and heirs of the exegetical traditions of Philo and Origen, 
discovered symbols of divine truth in the lives and events portrayed 
in the Bible, and a course of Christian action and theology that 
often went beyond the text itself. The allegorical method associated 
with this school was also a hermeneutical attempt to come to terms 
with a Christian use of the OT. Moreover, it embraces the conviction 
that all Scripture is divinely inspired and, therefore, historical 
events teach divine truths, and intellectually offensive passages 
(e.g., passages with anthropomorphic language and the like) are not 
to be understood literally.
The Antiochene school, which Wiles characterizes as the
é"outstanding centre of biblical scholarship and of ecclesiastical 
confusion,"^ built its philosophical framework upon Aristotelian 
principles. The strong Jewish populace in Antioch also exerted 
influence upon its exegetical principles. The Antiochene counter­
part to allegory was theoria. Confusion often exists over this term 
(which arose partly as a protest against the allegorical method) 
since both schools utilize it. Grant clarifies the distinction by 
saying, "Where the Alexandrines use the word 'theory' as equivalent 
to allegorical interpretation, the Antiochenes use it for a sense of 
Scripture higher or deeper than the literal or historical meaning, 
but firmly based on the latter."^ Thus the Antiochene understanding 
of theoria is closer to typology than allegory. It applies primar­
ily to the prophetic vision, but it also has reference to the divine 
ordering of history.^
81
a vacuum, however, but indicate that the vitality of Judaism contin­
ued throughout the c e n t u r i e s . C h r i s t i a n  beliefs themselves were
15often formulated "against the foil of Judaism."
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In the post-Reformation period, the exegetical methods of the 
Antiochene school are often embraced as the true precursors to 
modern critical methodology: "A modern exegete almost feels that
he hears a colleague speaking when he finds such insights in 
T h e o d o r e . O n e  should, however, tread cautiously here because, -I
although their deep concern was to root their exegesis firmly in 4
the history and idiom of the Hebrews, their understanding of 
inspiration and the divine ordering of history clearly separates |
them from most modern commentators, and places them as true col­
leagues of their Alexandrian brothers.
The most serious theological challenge for the early Church 
was to formulate the relationship between the testaments. This had 
a practical consideration; if Christianity was in fact the new 
covenant, why has the old not passed away? (Cf. 2 Cor 5:17). This 
was no less true for the Jew; why was the sect flourishing so if 
Jesus was not the promised Messiah? (Cf. Acts 5:38 and 39).
Moreover, as Christian exegesis developed and the deeply spiritual
■I
I
experience of the Church became more evident, Judaism had to look
12afresh at its own heritage to counter the Christian challenge.
The less than amicable writings that survive from this
period do not give the true perspective of the coexistence of Judaism
and Christianity. At times, the Jews enjoyed a uniquely privileged
status in the Roman Empire. As Christian influence rose and pro-
Christian policies were adopted, the socio-economic position of the
Jews shifted, often resulting in severe treatment and even expulsion
13from the towns in which they lived. The polemics did not arise in
I
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Thus the vitality of the old religion caused Christian 
thinkers to sharpen their theological swords, and the vigour and 
challenge of the new faith caused the Jews to hone the cutting edge 
of theirs in turn. One must not forget, however, that both faiths 
were being formulated against the common background of Hebrew 
Scripture intersecting Hellenistic philosophy. To be sure, the 
new philosophical description was adapted to its own special 
category, i.e., Torah or Christ; it was, nevertheless, Hellenistic, i
The four commentators of this period are Jerome (d. 420), * |
Theodore (d. 428-429), Cyril (d. 444), and Theodoret (d. 458).
Jerome, one of the most interesting and complex personalities of 
the fathers, was without equal in the breadth, depth, and versatil- Ia
ity of his learning. Jerome's commentary on Micah was among the 
first he w r o t e . H i s  method was to set down his new translation 
of the Hebrew side by side with the Latin translation of the LXX |
and comment on each one. Each verse is interpreted literally, draw- 
ing upon his rabbinic sources, and then spiritually, utilizing the %
LXX and Origen. Kelly claims that Jerome was aware of the tension 
between the literal and spiritual sense of a text; "He in general 
assigns more space to the spiritual interpretation, and at this 
stage finds it more satisfying" (p. 165).
So great was Theodore's influence in the Eastern Church that 
later commentators gave him the title, "The Blessed Exegete,"
HJî7üDn^ Theodore recognize the importance of knowing
/
Hebrew, but relied almost exclusively on the LXX (the Lucianic 
recension; cf. Sprenger, pp. 63f). Theodore's exegesis is marked 
by his knowledge of historical circumstances of the Hebrews and a 




to the situation of the prophet’s time; foretelling was part of the
prophetic message, but was used especially to encourage the people
of the prophet's day. Theodore is no less "theological" than his
Alexandrian counterparts, however: "Das bedeutet, dass Theodor in
den Methoden des Auslegung, also sowohl in der historisch-
grammatischen Exegese als auch in der typologischen, nur Hilesmittel
gesehen hat, deren Aufgabe darin bestand, das biblische Kerygma
deutlich werden zu lassen" (Sprenger, p. 110; cf. Wiles, p. 492).
Cyril is said to be "the most brilliant representative of
the Alexandrian theological tradition" (GDC, p. 369). He firmly
adhered to the allegorical method; nevertheless, he also concerned
himself with the literal sense of a v e r s e . T h i s  is due, at least
in part, to his contact with Jerome and the Antiochene school. The
literal sense, however, drives its meaning from the thing signified
and not from the words themselves (cf. Kerrigan, p. 32).
Theodoret is often overshadowed by the two giants of the
Antiochene school, Theodore and John Chrysostom. Although Theodoret
knew Syriac and perhaps spoke the vernacular language when preaching,
he wrote exclusively in Greek, and his commentaries depend almost
19entirely on the LXX. Theodoret combines the concern for historical 
exegesis, associated with Theodore, with the erudition and pastoral |
concern of John Chrysostom. Ashby argues, however, that Theodoret ^
!"was not just a redactor but a commentator, that he did not just 
touch up previous works but built on them" (p. 3).
The exegetical and theological difficulties of Mic 4:14-5:5 
(5:1-5:6) are delineated early in the history of exegesis. The 
abrupt shift from the promise of 4:13 to the threat in 4:14 (5:1) 




resolve the difficulty by distinguishing the time of the promises 
(in the future) from the time of the threat (nearer to the time of 
the utterance). The difficulty is already resolved for Cyril in the 
LXX translation which he utilizes (Codex Alexandrinus)— the prophecy 
refers to Samaria ("Daughter of Ephraim"), not to Zion. Similarly, 
because the early commentators did not work within a framework of 
editors and redactors, the shift from the promise of 5:1 (5:2) to 
the threat in 5:2 (5:3) requires an explanation. Jerome notes two 
possible interpretations of It could refer to a time of
further judgment after the advent of Christ (the promise of 5:1 
[5:2]). Or it could have the meaning of caring for the Jews or 
allowing (permittet) them to rule until the time of Christ (cf. the 
interpretation of Eliezer and Ibn Ezra's note on Japhet Halevy's 
interpretation!). For Theodore the promise of 5:1 (5:2) comes 
about through the suffering of 5:2 (5:3), as he shows by the idioma­
tic use of the term for "travailling." He says the verbs &5CvGLV 
and x CkTSLV often used in Scripture when unexpected divine 
aid (Qe^civ 0Olj9eiaV ) comes in the midst of suffering. He quotes 
Isa 26:18 (LXX) to illustrate this; "Because of your fear, 0 Lord, 
we have conceived, and writhed, and brought forth the breath of 
your salvation which was wrought upon the earth." Theodoret com­
bines features from both Jerome and Theodore. God will be long- 
suffering with the Jews until the "barren" gives birth, then both 
Jews and Gentiles will be united. The verse becomes, for Cyril, a 
reflection on the immutability of God's promises; God will fulfil 
both the promise of hope and the promise of doom.
The identification of unexpressed subjects of verbs and 
antecedents to pronouns also occasions a variety of solutions.
Jerome, Theodore, Cyril, and Theodoret identify the subject of "he
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shall give them up" as God; the pronominal suffix "them" refers to 
the Jews. For Cyril the pronoun after "brethren" refers to Christ, 
even though his lemma has the pi. "their brethren" (lûv à5sA(pÛV 
aÙTÛV )• For Theodore, who takes the verse as a prophecy of Zerub­
babel, the "brethren" are the tribes united once again under
Zerubbabel's rule. The one who "shepherds" in vs 3 (vs 4) is Christ 
for both Cyril and Jerome. For Theodore it is God who shepherds 
the exilic community through his chosen leader (and the pre-exilic 
community through Hezekiah). The pi. of the LXX "They will be 
magnified" (contra MT, "he will be made great") refers to the Church 
for Theodoret and Cyril ("we"), but for Jerome, who translates with )
the sg., as in the MT, the Church makes Christ great throughout the 
world. The "peace" in vs 4 (vs 5) is given four diverse explana­
tions. Jerome and Cyril, probably influenced by Eph 2:14, explain i
the peace as a reference to Christ. For Jerome it is the peace -f
effected by Christ; for Cyril Christ is the peace. Theodoret says $
that God gives them peace. Theodore says it refers to the peace 
brought about by Hezekiah and Zerubbabel. |
The illumination of rare terms and difficult expressions is 
complicated because only Jerome displays any knowledge of Hebrew.
Theodore, however, shows a firm grasp of Hebrew idiom. Both 
Theodoret and Cyril state that the "striking" is a sign of dishonor 
or shame (àcLuCaLÇ ). Cyril appears to be the first commentator to 4
make an explicit distinction between Bethlehem as the name of the 
town (tTOAlXVLOV ) and Ephrathah as the name of the district (XÛPOÇ ). 
Similarly, Jerome is the only commentator to mention the differences 
between the LXX, the NT, and the MT of 5:1 (5:2). He rejects the 
argument that Matthew was quoting from memory, or that the words were 
ordered differently. Jerome argues that Matthew intended to show
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the scribes and priests the clear understanding of the text. Jerome, 
Theodoret, and Cyril interpret the phrase "whose origins" as a refer­
ence to Christ's pre-existence. For Theodore it refers to the 
promises of God which he is able to bring about "from eternity." 
Theodore is the only commentator to recognize the formulaic "seven" 
and "eight" as an idiomatic expression. He observes that some 
legends identify the "seven" and "eight" with the prophets and 
Hezekiah with his administrators (cf. Theodoret). Theodore rejects 
these interpretations because there are no historical references to 
substantiate, them, and then argues that "seven" is the number of 
completeness and "eight" is thus hyperbolic. He supports this by 
quoting and commenting upon numerous passages dealing with sabbath 
customs, creation, and so forth. Jerome and Cyril relate the 
expression to OT ("seven") and NT ("eight") "saints." Theodoret 
sees it as a reference to kings and fighting men, not prophets and 
apostles.
The fact that Jerome knew Hebrew is well established; the
extent and quality of his knowledge of Hebrew is not quite as 
20certain. In the commentary on Micah 4:14-5:5 (5:1-5:6) Jerome 
quotes the Hebrew text on four occasions, and notes the Hebrew 
meaning behind the two place-names, Bethlehem and Ephrathah. The 
meaning of the place-names forms the basis for allegorical and 
homiletical expansion. Jerome ties Bethlehem, the "house of bread," 
with Jesus, the "bread from heaven" (John 6:22-40). He "explains" 
Ephrathah as furorem videt because of Rachel's mourning (Jer 31:15) 
and the quotation of Jer 31:15 in connection with Herod's infanticide 
(Matt 2:16-18). He later observes that Ephrathah can mean "fruitful" 
or "bountiful" which, with the "house of bread," further expresses 
the "mystery" of Christ. Jerome gives two explanations for 0]J’
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and iijÿ’ ( jasubu) . As was stated above, OJ/1’ can mean either handing 
them over to someone else (for punishment), or setting them in a 
particular situation until such a time when he is ready to deal with 
them in another manner. Jerome says that jasubu can either mean 
convertentur (as if from 21 y ), or habitabunt (as if from 21^ ’ ).
With regard to and n ’OJBl (baphathee), he gives the
Hebrew meaning and the interpretations of Sym , Theod , etc. These 
interpretations, however, form the basis for allegorical exegesis. 
Similarly, the meaning of T17A TQ, "d a u g h t e r  of 
robbers," is given with an allegorical exhortation following.
Thus, in this pericope Jerome uses his knowledge of Hebrew, almost 
apologetically, as the basis for allegorical interpretation rather 
than for the plain meaning. We may also observe that, at least in 
some circles, was taken to mean "cutting," as in Deut 14:1,
and that il’riilDJ was understood in the sense of "drawn sword" (as in 
Ps 55:22). Jerome translates ? 7 1 A a s  vastare but explains this as 
concidere; this is not a "circumcision" but a "cutting" (nequaquam 
...circumcisio sed concisio). Jerome's translation of n’njOl 
follows that of Aq; sv aeipoyâaxaLÇ > "with a barbed lance."
Finally, the vocalization and thus the meaning of i2W’ was not 
settled even by Jerome's time.
The passage was unanimously understood as a messianic prophecy, 
Theodore and, to a lesser extent, Theodoret arrive at this under­
standing through their understanding of history, whereas Jerome and 
Cyril rely more heavily on allegory. Kerrigan argues that when Cyril 
only gives the spiritual sense of a prophetic text, is represents for 
him the literal sense as intended by the prophet: "The passages just
quoted [from various prologues to the prophets] bear ample witness 
to our author's conviction that spiritual objects were present to the
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minds of the prophets at least on occasion. It seems quite reason­
able to affirm that whenever St. Cyril gives but one interpretation 
of a prophetic text, and that the spiritual one, the prophet was 
conscious of the spiritual meaning" (p. 220). This allegorical |
Iinterpretation of Jerome and Cyril became the standard approach to I
the pericope and performed an important function in prserving the OT ,4
Iin the life of the Church: "But the crucial point is rather this:
Îthat through the Ante-Nicene principle of allegorization (gravely *
imperfect though it was in itself and in its employment) by the 4
time of the Jerome and Augustine, the Christian church's battle for |
the Old Testament was won, and won for ever" (Alexander, p. 280). 4
"We approach the subject of medieval exegesis with every 
desire to judge it in the kindliest spirit; but we are compelled
:|to say that during the Dark Ages, from the seventh to the twelfth f
century, and during the scholastic epoch, from the twelfth to the
sixteenth, there are but a few of the many who toiled in this field %
who added a single essential principle, or furnished a single
original contribution to the explanation of the Word of God"
(Farrar, p. 245). This derogatory assessment of for whom "the
2 1 .Bible was the most studied book" is as much a commentary on the
1
author as it is on accurate portrayal of the period in question.
To characterize a period of nearly a millennium under a single 
rubric is surely a vast oversimplification. The social and politi­
cal upheavals and the re-emergence of Aristotelian philosophy 
introduced changes and brought about new reflection on hermeneutical 4
principles. Furthermore, one could not expect to find agreement in 
defining and refining the senses of Scripture and the relationship
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between the testaments among contemporaries of different philosoph­
ical persuasions or among those the centuries divide any more than 
present day commentators agree among themselves or their nineteenth 
century counterparts concerning the various approaches or 
criticisms they utilize.
The medieval period does not have two distinct schools, as 
the Patristic period so conveniently provided. But the period did 
produce a "hermeneutical divide" whereby the Augustinian distinction 4
between the letter and the spirit became expressed in Law-Grace,
OT-NT terms. The effect of this was that, "the sensus litteralis
■I
tended to be reduced to the sensus historicus, especially as |
regards the Old Testament, and hence irretrievably past" (Preuss, 
p. 269). There was notable opposition to all but eliminating the 
OT from vital theological reflection on its own terms and not in 
terms of the NT, yet it was not until the Reformation that the OT 4-
was "rediscovered" for its message to the Church.
The period begins with Gregory the Great, whose commentaries
follow the allegorical exegesis that emerged as the dominant 
approach of the Patristic period. The allegorical approach also 
fits the contemplative lifestyle of the monasteries where the 
study of the Bible took place. The Carolingian reforms in the 
eighth century produced new exegetical activity. For the first time 
in centuries, the concern for a correct text emerged. This was 
coupled with a questioning of the Patristic exegesis, which continued 
to dominate any exegesis of the Bible. The Bible was still very 
much part of the monastic movement, however, so concern for the 
spiritual sense was foremost for most commentators. The rise of 
Scholasticism in the twelfth century brought about new exegetical 
activity, which focused on the literal sense as the true basis for
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developing the spiritual sense. The desire to learn Hebrew came 
with the interest in the literal sense and, consequently, brought 
Christians into contact with their Jewish contemporaries. Andrew 
of St. Victor and Nicholas de Lyra are outstanding examples of this 
activity.
Jewish-Christian relations appear to be sporadic before the
twelfth century. With the rise of urbanization, contact became
increasingly necessary and this led to an exchange of ideas in the
22freedom of dialogue and tolerance. In the medieval West, Hebrew 
and the OT were put on equal footing with Greek and the NT as an 
object of study for the theologian. In the East, pre-eminence was 
given to the Gospels and Epistles (cf. Smalley, p. 361). The 
occupation with the OT in the West was caused, at least in part, 
because of the use of the Latin Vulgate over against the LXX. The 
tradition of Jerome (and Origen), who sought out the Jews and 
extended his researches into the OT as well as the NT, was firmly 
embedded, though not uncritically, in the West (cf. Smalley, 
pp. 361ff). Moreover, the Hebrew language was considered the 
mother of tongues and could be learned from a Jewish "neighbour."
To learn Greek, one often had to travel. Thus, "The Jew, however 
despised and persecuted, could put him in touch with the patriarchs, 
the prophets, and the psalmist" (Smalley, p. 363).
While there may be some justification for Farrar’s prejudices 
towards medieval exegesis, amidst the obvious excesses were the 
stirrings of life and growth in the exegetical task. As Smalley 
sums up the period, "The commentator of the early middle ages cut 
his text, as a mason might cut his stone, into a framework, enabling 
the reader to focus his mind on the eternal and infinite. By the 




series of pictures from biblical history, pictures which may also be 
genre scenes" (p. 370).
Five commentaries remain accessible for this period; those of |
Haimo of Auxerre (d. ca. 855); Isho’dad of Merv (9th century);
Theophyklat ( 1050-1109) ; Rupert of Deutz (ca. 1075-1 129); and Nicholas
de Lyra (ca. 1265-1340). Haimo was a ninth century Benedictine monk ^
Iwho taught at the Abbey of Saint-Germain in Auxerre. Through an error f
by Abbot John Trithemius (who compiled the Catalogus Sciptorum Eccle-
siasticorum in 1492) nearly all the works of Haimo of Auxerre were
attributed to Haimo, Bishop of Alberstadt (both churchmen died within
23a few years of each other).
The little that is known of Isho’dad of Merv comes largely 
from Arab sources. His commentaries, written in Syriac, are famous |
within the Eastern church and are valuable for the light they shed on 
the development of exegesis in the Eastern tradition and for the many 
quotations from earlier commentators. I
Theophylakt, archbishop, scholar, and exegete, became the 
first teacher of rhetoric at the patriarchal academy. Because 
Theophylakt follows the rich exegetical tradition of the Eastern church 
and is isolated from the developments in the Western church, his commen­
taries display a seemingly unimaginative bent. Nevertheless, his 
commentaries were important in the Eastern church and are "marked by I
lucidity of thought and expression and closely follow the scriptural 
text" (ODC, p. 1364).
Rupert of Deutz was a Benedictine monk and a prolific writer.
His commentaries follow the traditional literal, allegorical, and t
moral interpretation of a text. Furthermore, because of a series ÿ
of visions in his youth, Rupert became convinced that his exegetical 
works were divinely inspired (WDGH, p. 730).
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Concerning Nicholas de Lyra, Farrar says, "But we meet at 
last with one green island among the tideless waves of exegetical 
commonplace" (p. 274). His knowledge of Hebrew and study of Rashi 
(which earned him the title simia Salomonis) made Nicholas de Lyra 
perhaps the best equipped of the medieval exegetes. His concern 
for the literal sense over against the allegorical earns him high 
marks from modern commentators, yet he does allow for the mystical 
sense when founded on the literal. Moreover, he often quoted Jewish 
interpretations against the venerated Fathers. He was no mere 
annotator, however; his commentaries show originality, a clear and 
brief style, and sober judgment.
The Patristic period delineated the major exegetical diffi­
culties and offered a variety of ways to overcome them. The 
medieval period is heavily influenced by these solutions. The 
influence of Jerome on the Latin West is to be expected; however, 
as the period progresses, his influence appears to wane. This is 
due not so much to the chronological distance between Jerome and 
the later commentators as to the changing theological climate and 
the particular abilities of the commentator. Haimo, the earliest, 
and most dependent upon Jerome, by and large rephrases Jerome in a 
compact and lucid way. For example, Haimo contrasts the threat 
in 4:14 (5:1) with the promises of the previous verse. Moreover, 
he recounts Jerome's allegorical interpretation that the "daughter 
of Robber" refers to the Devil "who is always ready to plunder" 
(likewise in 5:4 and 5 [5:5 and 6] "Assyria" is a reference to the 
Devil). Jerome's interpretation that the blow upon the cheek 
refers to Christ's passion is extended by Haimo to refer to attacks 
against the Trinity (the seige is laid "against us^"). Haimo draws on
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Jerome for the interpretation of Bethlehem and Ephrathah in 5:1 
(5:2); the understanding of D3I1’ in 5:2 (5:3); the reference of 
"seven" and "eight" in 5:4 (5:5); and il’niiai in 5:5 (5:6). He 
adds comments of his own as, for example, when he extends the paral­
lelism of 5:5 (5:6) where "with a sword" refers to the word of God 
and "with a lance" refers to divine proclamation. However, his 
interpretation stems from Jerome both in letter and spirit. Know­
ledge of Hebrew does not appear to be important, and the early 
theological controversies have settled into a more or less stable 
orthodoxy.
By Rupert's time Aristotelian philosophy was producing theo­
logical diversity over assumptions and method. The Fathers were 
being reinterpreted; hence, Rupert's exegesis shows more origin­
ality. Also Rupert's own mystical experiences give him greater 
independence. Rupert was, however, a traditionalist, and shows no 
knowledge of Hebrew, so Jerome's interpretations are valued and 
utilized. Like Haimo, Rupert follows the main points of Jerome's 
exegesis, adding only minor refinements. He does, however, call 
attention to the odd construction Assyrius cum venerit and the 
alternative reading with Assyriis. If the reading Assyrius is 
accepted, then the interpretation is that Assyria (the Devil) comes 
against "us," but cannot separate us from the love of God. If 
Assyriis is adopted, then God is the one who comes in judgment, as 
in Mic 1:3. Although Rupert does not otherwise display any know­
ledge of Hebrew, he recounts an interpretation of the "seven shep­
herds and eight leaders of men" that is reminiscent of, but not 
equivalent to, the interpretation in the Talmud (cf. p. 104 ) He 
lists Abel, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Moses, and David as the 
shepherds. The "leaders of men" are Joshua, Caleph, Othniel, Aod,
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Barak, Gideon, Jepthta the Galadite, and Samson.
Nicholas de Lyra, who knows Hebrew and is in contact with the 
Jewish interpretations of this period, need depend upon Jerome even 
less than the other Latin commentators of this period. He follows 
Jerome on 5:2 when he interprets as God allowing the Jews to
live in the land until the preaching of the Gospel brings forth 
many brethren, both Jews and Gentiles. Overt Jewish influence comes 
from Josephus on 4:14 where his book, Jewish Wars, provides the 
historical backdrop for locating the prophecy of siege against 
Jerusalem, Since Lyra interprets the rest of the prophecy messian- 
ically (referring to Christ and his Church), tying this prophecy 
with the Roman conquest bridges the time-gap and brings coherence 
to the entire prophecy. Contact with Jewish interpreters helped 
free Lyra from allegorical, interpretation; hence, it becomes more 
important to locate the fulfilment of these prophecies in a 
fitting historical setting. Compare Lyra's interpretation of 5:2 
as a prophecy of the destruction of the Temple and Jerusalem by the 
Romans after Christ's death with the interpretation in the Talmud 
(cf. p. 104) that Rome, the "fourth kingdom," will rule over 
Israel. Lyra also makes reference to Christian interpreters who 
interpret 5:1 as a reference to Hezekiah (this may be an oblique 
reference to Theodore; however, he interprets this particular 
verse as a reference to Zerubbabel and Christ, and 5:3 and 4 as a 
reference to Hezekiah). Lyra's rejoinder to such an interpretation 
is to say, "They judaize more than the Jews," which indicates an 
awareness of Rashi (and the other medieval Jewish commentators) 
who interpret this verse messianically. Influence from the NT may 
be evident in Lyra's comments on ’3‘7N, which he interprets as 
principes (cf. Matt 2:6 Vulgate), and "peace" in 5:4 where he calls
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attention to the apostle's words in Eph 2:14.
The Greek commentators Cyril, Theodore, and Theodoret also 
cast their shadow over this period through the commentators of the 
Eastern church. The Latin commentators, with the possible excep­
tion of Lyra as noted above, display no particular knowledge of 
the Greek Fathers. Theophylakt steers clear of Theodore (probably 
because of the stigma of Nestorian theology which surrounded the 
great exegete), but creatively weaves together interpretations from 
Cyril and Theodoret. For example, in 4:14 (5:1) and 5:1 (5:2) 
Theophylakt makes general statements concerning these verses and 
their relationship to what precedes them, much as Cyril does. He 
further echoes Cyril when he distinguishes between Ephrathah as 
the "district" and Bethlehem as the "town" in 5:1 (5:2) by finding 
its fulfilment in Zerubbabel. Also with Theodoret, he contrasts 
Bethlehem's "scantiness" with her "notoriety" as the birthplace of 
the Messiah. Theophylakt is not a mere annotator. He makes inde­
pendent observations on the text and words, as in 4:14 (5:1) where 
he makes note of the two textual traditions— "against you" or 
"against us"— and explains each one in turn. Theophylakt also 
combats interpretations that emerged later in the Patristic period, 
as in 5:2 (5:3) when he argues against the interpretations of Paul 
of Samosatos and Photinus who denied Christ's pre-existence. 
Theophylakt does not, however, make a reference to Theodore's 
interpretation of this pericope.
Isho'dad, on the other hand, draws extensively on Theodore 
and shows little, if any, of Cyril's interpretation. He accepts 
Theodore's historical and typological interpretation, as in 5:1 
(5:2) where Zerubbabel and Christ are seen as the fulfilment o f - 
the birth prophecy, and 5:4 (5:5) where Hezekiah and Zerubbabel
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are said to bring peace against "Assyria." Isho'dad also follows 
Theodore's explanation of idiomatic expressions, as in 5:1 (5:2) 
where "seven" and "eight" point to the complete destruction of the 
Assyrians. In 4:14 (5:1), however, Isho'dad does not follow 
Theodore but, because of the Peshitta translation, adopts his own 
unique interpretation of the initial stichos: The "daughter of
mighty troops" is identified as the offspring of "Abraham, Moses, 
Joshua, and David" who will raid those who lay siege against them. 
Isho'dad also makes independent exegetical points when, for example, 
he identifies the "seven shepherds" with the prophets who prophesied 
against Assyria , and the "eight leaders" as the princes of Hezekiah 
Finally, the dependence on Theodore for the literal sense finds 
tension with monophysite allegory when, after making the point 
about the idiomatic use of. "travailling," Isho'dad goes on to say 
that this refers to "the Virgin" who gives birth to Jesus Christ.
Throughout these conclusions we have stressed the influences 
from the pioneering work of the Patristic commentators. This must 
not be stressed too strongly, however, since OT exegesis was again 
reviving apart from the NT perspective. This is true of Nicholas 
de Lyra, and if we had recourse to other commentators (especially 
Andrew of Saint Victor; cf. Smalley, pp. 112ff.), a more balanced 
view might emerge. Toward the end of this period, the fourfold 
sense of Scripture, which had dominated hermeneutical discussions 
since Augustine, was eroding under the attempt to establish the 
literal sense of Scripture with theological significance for the 
Church (cf. Preus, pp. 3-6, passim). This new quest for the valid­
ity of the literal sense, together with the study of Hebrew, 
brought new impetus to exegetical activity; as Preus says, "The 
best explanation for this recovery of the Old Testament, and for
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the theological adjustments that went with it, is that it came 
about from trying to exegete the Old Testament text itself" (p. 269).
The Patristic period closed with the allegorical method 
gaining dominance and saving the OT for theological use in the 
church. The medieval period moves from this allegorical interpre­
tation to new debates over the literal sense of a text; Hubbard 
sums up this movement by saying, "The allegorical method had 
developed in Alexandria to save the OT from its Jewishness. Now 
it was the Jews who provided the means to save the OT from the 
church for the church" (NIDCC, p. 727).
MEDIEVAL JEWISH INTERPRETATION
The hermeneutical, philosophical, and spiritual problems 
that the continued existence of Judaism posed for Christianity 
were no less acute than those posed for Judaism by the growth and 
vitality of Christendom. Jews, however, also faced the peril of 
physical harm during this period from over-zealous crusaders.
However, "Any general estimate of medieval Jewish exegesis must 
start from the contemporary attitude to the Hebrew Bible in the 
context of the dialogue between Judaism and Christianity."^^
Bible study by the medieval Jewish commentators grew out 
of the long-standing tradition that exposition of the Torah was 
mandated by God; "Now this is the commandment, the statutes and 
the ordinances which the Lord your God commanded me to teach you 
...when your son asks you in time to come, 'What is the meaning 
of the testimonies and the statutes and the ordinances which the 
Lord our God has commanded you?' Then you shall say to your son 
...And it will be righteousness for us, if we are careful to do 
all this commandment before the Lord our God, as he has commanded 
us" (Deut 6:1, 20, 25).
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Much as allegory preserved the OT for Christians and 
provided the key to unlock the alien thought world and imagery of 
Scripture, so derash provided the means for reinterpretation of 
biblical laws to meet the needs of the Jewish community. But 
derash was never given free rein to ride roughshod over the plain 
meaning, peshat, of a text. These two methods existed side by side 
until the eleventh century when peshat became the dominant form of 
exposition. The rise of peshat, and its marked difference from 
derash, begins properly with the threat of Karaism and Muslim 
rationalistic theology. This threat was met head-on by the ninth 
century grammarian and exegete, Saadya Gaon, who did pioneering 
work in Hebrew grammar and philology. The last great exponent of 
peshat was the fifteenth century philosopher-exegete, Don Isaac 
Abravanel. In between these, peshat gained popularity through 
Rashi, subtlety by Ibn Ezra, and was refined almost to an art in 
Rashbam, Rashi's grandson.
Rosenthal suggests that medieval Jewish exgesis had a two-fold 
task ("Exegesis," p. 265). The foremost task was to explain and 
strengthen the tenets of the Jewish faith. The second task was to 
defend the faith of medieval Jewry against the attacks by her sister 
faiths, Islam and Christianity. In the West this especially had 
reference to the missionary activity of the Christians and the 
claims of Jesus Christ's Messiahship. As Pelikan says, "Throughout 
the disputations, therefore, the fundamental difference between the 
Jew and the Christian was, as one Christian stated it, 'I say, "He 
has come," while you say, "He will come"'" (Chr Trad, vol 3, p. 253).
Ironically, it was the encounter between Christians and Mus­
lims that led to this renewed interest in the qeustion of Jewish- 
Christian relations (cf. Pelikan, Chr Trad, vol. 3, p. 246). Since
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Christians laid claim to the same authority as the Jews, the use of
the same Scripture, the debates raged over the exegesis of crucial
texts. Christians argued that they were faithful to the law since
they interpreted the text according to the Spirit which leads to
knowledge of God, rather than according to the letter, as the Jews
did, which only leads to empty observance of the law. The Jewish
rejoinder was to pursue peshat to arrive at the Hebraica veritas—
which was the goal of all exegesis of the OT: "But it was on this
grouiid of peshat that Jews and Christians met as Bible scholars in
a common search for the truth of the Bible, irrespective of their
25theological presuppositions." Historia, the first of the four­
fold senses of Scripture, very nearly corresponded to the Jewish 
peshat.
Anti-christological interpretations of the OT became an 
integral part of the exegesis of the commentators of this period. 
These disputations became more vigorous as aggressive Christianity 
locked into battle with the defensive Jewry who responded to meet 
the needs of those who faced physical and philosophical harassment.
A renewed interest in the doctrine of the Messiah and eschatologi- 
cal themes mirrors the persecution and hope of the Jewish population 
at large. Amidst this hostility dialogue also flourished, both 
among the learned and those not specifically trained in theology; 
the issue had the stamp of daily life. Rosenthal sums up these 
polemics by saying, "And despite official hostility, there was much 
personal contact between Jewish and Christian scholars, in a 
sincere desire to discover the truth of the Hebrew Bible for both 
of them, as being the Word of God, Holy Writ."^^
Finally, the contribution of the medieval Jewish commentators 
went far beyond medieval Jewry itself. Not only did they influence
TOO
the Latin commentators of this period— the Victorines, Nicholas de 
Lyra, Stephen Langton— but also the Reformers, who fought for the 
authority of sola Scriptura against both tradition and allegory.
The influence continued through the Authorized Version and modern 
critical scholarship, whose own foundation rests on the scientific 
study of the Hebrew language and the literal interpretation of 
biblical passages.
The talmudic traditions preserved in the Yalkut Shimoni and 
five commentators— Rashi (1040-1105); Joseph Kara (1060-1130);
Ibn Ezra (1092/3-1167); Kimchi (1160-1235); and Eliezer (twelfth 
century)— are examined for this period. The Yalkut Shimoni, or 
the "Yalkut" of Simon of Frankfort, is a midrashic anthology 
covering the entire Bible. The compiler is virtually anonymous; 
references are made to "Rahbenu Simeon, chief of the Preachers of 
Frankfort" (M. Frinz edition, 1566). It appears to have been 
compiled in the thirteenth century, but was not widely circulated 
until the fifteenth. The notation of sources, some of which are 
only known through the Yalkut, is one of the chief values of this 
work.
Rabbi Solomon ben Isaac, or Rashi, is the most famous Jewish 
biblical expositor. Although a modest and simple man, his life 
became richly adorned by legends. His commentary on the Torah 
became the first book printed in Hebrew (1475). His commentaries 
are marked by judicious comments and terse style; no other commen­
tator has wielded so much influence through so few comments on a 
biblical text.
Joseph Kara lived in Troyes, in northern France, Rashi's 
hometown. There was considerable contact between the two commen­
tators and Kara may have been a student of Rashi (Kara's commentary
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on Micah follows very closely to that of Rashi, often employing 
the same words). The name "Kara" ("reader") when contrasted with 
"Darshan" usually refers to one who follows the simple (peshat) 
meaning of Scripture (cf. "Pashtan"). While not so terse as Rashi, 
Kara aims more at peshat and utilizes less aggadic material than 
his master.
Ibn Ezra, or Abraham ben Meir, was born in Toledo, Spain, 
but travelled extensively throughout his life. His writings show 
remarkable diversity: poetry, scientific works (mathematics,
astrology and astronomy), religious philosophy and, what he is 
better remembered for, grammatical and exegetical works. His 
commentaries are marked by both erudition and an effort to get at 
the plain meaning of a text.
Rabbi David Kimchi, also referred to as "RaDak," became the 
most illustrious in a family of famous Hebrew scholars. His most 
influential works were a Hebrew grammar (based upon Hayyuj and Ibn 
Janah) and the "Book of Roots," a dictionary of the Hebrew language. 
Kimchi's commentaries are characterized by grammatical analysis, 
reasoned arguments, and frequent recourse to the Targum. They were 
later translated into Latin and influenced the translation of the 
Authorized Version.
Eliezer of Beaugency is a distinguished but almost forgotten 
representative of the school of Northern French Jewish commentators. 
His commentaries are characterized by the lack of midrashic materials, 
and an attempt to follow the sequence of thought from one verse or 
section to the next. Eliezer is thought to be a student of Rashbam, 
the grandson of Rashi.
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Anti-Christian polemic formed an integral part of the exegeti­
cal activity of the Jewish commentators during this period. With 
the exception of Kimchi, however, very little is said in a polemi­
cal way. The reason may be that Jewish and Christian commentators 
were in basic agreement about whom the passage referred— the 
Messiah. The disagreement was whether it was fulfilled during the 
second commonwealth, in Jesus, or whether the fulfilment was yet 
in the future; cf-. Eliezer's comment on 5:1 that the prophecy now 
turns to the "latter days."
Kimchi engages in a full-scale polemic against the christo- 
logical exegesis of the passage. His contention is not whether the 
passage is messianic. Kimchi states categorically that the passage 
refers to . Rather, his argument is that Jesus did
not fulfil this prophecy since he never ruled over Israel. His 
most vitriolic comments concern the divinity of Jesus, which 
Christian commentators since Jerome have found in the words, "his 
origins...." Kimchi answers that the passage does not teach the 
pre-existence of the Messiah, only his Davidic lineage. Contrast
this with Tg, "Whose name was mentioned from before, from the days 
27of eternity," Similarly, Rashi cites Ps 72:17, "Before the sun
113? (the symbolization of the messianic name in rabbinic thought,
RSV, 'continue') his name," t o  which Kara adds in his comments the
28 . .quotation of the Tg cited above. Kimchi further argues that even 
if the pre-existence were conceded, the passage still does not 
teach the divinity or eternal co-existence of the Messiah with God, 
because God is without beginning and prior to time. These comments 
by Kimchi brought heated rebuttals by later Christian commentators; 
Francisco Ribera refers to him as "that impious Rabbi David."
Calvin, however, argues that "the Jews" will never allow a
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christological interpretation, and the simple explanation that this 
is a messianic prophecy will suffice (cf. p. 112)-
The pursuit of peshat was also a major concern during this 
period. Nevertheless, targumic and talmudic interpretations 
influence the commentators. Perhaps the most important is Tg's 
interpretation of ’TTAiin at 4:14, "assemble yourselves" ( Jp;: ) . 
This interpretation is followed by Rashi, Kara, Ibn Ezra, and Kimchi 
though none of them makes reference to Tg. Eliezer departs from 
this tradition, translating it by "cut yourself" (’mpji ), as it is 
rendered in other passages (e.g., Deut 14:1). Tg's "Whose name was 
mentioned from before, from the days of old," also influences Rashi, 
Kara, and, to a lesser extent, Ibn Ezra and Kimchi in 5:1. In 5:2 
the talmudic tradition (Yom 10a) that Israel's distress will be a 
period of nine months following the reign of the "fourth kingdom" 
(Rome) is quoted by Rashi and alluded to by Kimchi. Rashi, however, 
sets his own comments, that it is simply a time of distress, over 
against this rabbinic tradition (cf. Kara who omits this altogether, 
but otherwise follows Rashi). Rashi's comments that "gifts," 
horses and chariots, will be brought to the Messiah (5:3, "He will 
be made great"), though not talmudic, is a homiletical expansion 
drawing upon biblical language. This too is omitted by Kara, and 
none of the other commentators makes mention of it. In 5:4 Kara,
Ibn Ezra, and Kimchi comment that the "peace" will be "for us," 
which appears in Tg ( X]V). Finally, in Sue 52b the "seven shep­
herds" are listed as David, in the middle, with Adam, Seth, and
Methuselah (non-Jews) on his right, and Abraham, Jacob, and Moses
29(Jews) on his left. The "eight leaders of men" are Jesse, Saul,
30Samuel, Amos, Zephaniah, Zedekiah, Elijah, and the Messiah. This 
is quoted by Rashi, but not with approval; Kimchi, after giving
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the plain meaning, merely quotes "our sages of blessed memory."
It appears that, within certain limits, one may move from peshat
to derash and back again without rigid distinctions being main-
 ^ . . 31t a m e d .
The pursuit of peshat grew out of and led back to close 
attention to the grammar and philology of the Hebrew language. In 
4:14 Eliezer alone mentions the wordplay between and •
He also offers an explanation for the change from the sg. "he will 
lay seige" to the pi. "they will strike." The first refers to
Sennacherib; the second is a pi. of majesty, referring to God. In
5:2 both Eliezer and Ibn Ezra comment that pij may have the sense 
of "preserve" rather than "hand over" (cf. Jerome, p. 84 ).
This indicates an awareness of subtle nuances of meaning in words. 
It is also a way of resolving the difficulty of words of woe sand­
wiched between words of weal in alternate verse. In 5:2 Kimchi 
observes that Vy has the sense of oy , "with the sons of Israel." 
In 5:3 Eliezer and Rashi read as in 5:2. Eliezer
comments that they will "return" after the Messiah becomes king 
and not before, "as some assert." Rashi remarks
that s h o uld be u n d e r s t o o d  as OX, "If," In
5:4. Finally, in 5:5 several comments are elicited by the words 
and syntax. Rashi and Kimchi take iyi to be from yy”j not nyi ; 
Kinchi likens it to H P  , "to break." Kimchi and Ibn Ezra take 
n ’flHai to mean "sword" (cf. V), whereas Rashi says that it refers
to "gates" or "entrances" of her provinces ( n ? m ] ? A O  ’TyPl ).
Finally, Kimchi comments that in this verse should be read as
IPX (cf. Rashi's comments on ?D in 5:4).
The influence these commentators had on subsequent biblical
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interpretation is truly far-reaching. In the English translations 
of these verses, we can see the possibility of influence in 4:14 
(5:1) where the AV reads, "Now gather thyself in troops, 0 daugh­
ter of troops" (both RSV and NEB follow the LXX). In 5:1 (5:2)
NEB reads, "One whose roots are far back in the past, in days gone 
by," which might reflect that the words refer to the Davidic lineage 
but not the pre-existence of the "ruler" (cf. AV, "Whose goings 
forth have been from of old, from everlasting"). Both RSV and 
NEB read "sword" for n’nUQQ (also following V). Finally, AV reads,
"And they shall waste the land of Assyria" in 5:5 (5:6), which 
reflects reading lyTl from yyi , as Rashi and Kimchi argue.
REFORMATION PERIOD
32"The Reformers dethroned the Pope and enthroned the Bible."
But, as Bainton goes on to say, the issue centered on the authority 
in biblical interpretation. Popes and councils were no longer the 
final court of appeals in matters of faith; sola scriptura became 
the rallying cry of the Reformers.
Luther's intense struggle with Scripture broke through the 
breach and produced the guiding principles for the Reformation.
These principles ultimately led to modern critical exegesis. Luther 
was not the first to wrestle with the "plain" sense of Scripture; 
nor was he the first to reject popes and councils. The Renaissance 
produced pioneers in biblical exposition who fought hard for 
principles of sound exegesis based on historical, grammatical, and 
philological considerations. Farrar mentions Lorenzo Valla,
Jacques Le Fevre, Reuchlin, and especially Erasmus, who at times 
was Luther's most formidable opponent, as the immediate precursors 
to Luther's exegetical practices. In our own study Nicholas de 
Lyra, not to mention the medieval Jewish commentators, broke
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important ground in the path that led to Luther. Furthermore,
William of Occam had already stated that the salvation of a Chris­
tian is not dependent upon anything not contained in Scripture 
interpreted in a sound, logical manner. But with Luther, timing 
and personality came together with the necessary force to carry 
through with what had been brewing for some time.
Farrar asserts that of all the great personalities connected 
with the Reformation, Luther was the catalyst and driving force:
"The genius of Erasmus, and the learning of Melanchthon would have 
produced but small results without the titanic force of Luther, 
the sovereign good sense of Zwingli, the remorseless logic of 
Calvin;-— and of these three the greatest was Martin Luther" (p. 323). 
Luther gave the German people a language, unity, a freedom before 
God, prayers, hymns, and an example of a life lived in humility 
before God (Farrar, p. 323). His greatest gift to the German 
people, and subsequently to the rest of the world, was an open Bible 
and the means to interpret it.
Many of the issues raised during the Reformation— the question 
of authority, the role of tradition, the formation of the canon, what 
constitutes the sensus literalis, and the relation between the testa­
ments— continue to plague biblical studies. Our concern, however, 
is the exegetical characteristics of the period.
The traditional mode of exegesis, the application of the 
four-fold senses of Scripture, which had been refined to a fine 
art during the Middle Ages, was under attack and losing ground.
The allegorical method was no longer deemed sufficient in disputa­
tions or in the formation of doctrine. For that, the literal 
sense was needed. Luther and the other Reformers, especially 
Calvin, abandoned the confines of the four-fold division. This
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was not replaced by an exclusively literalist approach (contra
33Farrar, pp. 327-28, and Kraeling ). Rather, Luther stressed the
I
clarity and diversity of Scripture, as well as its unity; the 
history of Israel is also the history of the Church, the lives of 
biblical personages are also our lives. Exegesis and application 
were held in dynamic tension, with neither gaining ascendency 
over the other. Bainton sums this up most eloquently: "The gain '-4
lay primarily in the relinquishment of a wooden schematization, 
with consequent freedom to roam and soar and indulge in interpreta­
tions plastic, fluid, and profound" (p. 25, italics added).
The forces that produced the Reformation were also at work 
within Roman Catholicism. The Council of Trent (1545) clarified 
the stance of Roman Catholicism over against the Protestant move- '4
ment, and set forth the canons of exegesis which prevailed, not 
without some form of protest, until developments in this century.
Like the Reformers, the members of the council had to delimit 
the scope of tradition and Scripture. Unlike the Reformers, the 
council came to the decision that Scripture and tradition afforded 
equal devotion. The council rejected the use of simili in place 
of pari in their pronouncement pari pietatis affectu ac reverentia.
The council further reaffirmed the limits of the canon as approved 
by the Council of Florence (1438). The problem of vernacular 
translations was circumvented by prescribing annotations to these 
versions and establishing lectureships on Scripture. The status 
of the Vulgate was also questioned. A practical solution was also 
found for this; the Vulgate had proved itself in establishing 
Dogma (unlike many of the new versions which were found to be 
heretical); hence, the council upheld its reliability for use in 




judgment on its reliability to the Hebrew and Greek originals (cf. 
Crehan, p. 204).
Of those individuals who influenced the thought of the counter- 
Reformation, mention of first place must go to Sixtus of Sienna (1520 
-69). Sixtus, a converted Jew, produced an encyclopaedic tome 
entitled Bibliotheca Sancta which served as a complete guide to the 
Bible against the influx of spurious works that were being published, 
"not so much by the malice of heretics as by the greed of publishers" 
(Crehan, p. 206). In biblical exposition the Spanish exegetes from 
1560-1630 produced influential works on Scriptural studies. Among 
those, Francis Ribera was considered an authority on the OT. Finally, 
at the close of this period comes the great Baroque commentator, 
Cornelius a Lapide (cf. p. 1l6). Thus the Catholic commentators 
produced exegetical works to rival their Protestant counterparts, 
but did so within more limited confines and moved with greater 
reserve.
The three representatives of this period are Luther (1483-1546), 
Calvin (1509-1564), and Francisco de Ribera (d. 1591). "Much of 
Luther’s exegesis was undistinguished, and even more of it was a 
product of the exegetical tradition that preceded him. If his repu­
tation and influence depended solely on his exegesis, he might be 
nothing more than one in a series of exegetical masters— more of a
virtuoso than most, to be sure, but not the reformer of the Chris- 
35tian Church." However true this may be, seldom has a theologian 
done so much to give the Church an open Bible and clear principles 
to guide them in their search for God's word. For Luther the final 
authority of theology was the Bible and the only principles of 
interpretation were theological— the sufficiency, unity, and 
christological testimony of Scripture.
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Among the bright stars of Reformation exegesis, Calvin 
shines most vividly. He was well-equipped to comment on the Hebrew 
text because of his studies in Hebrew at Basle under Munster and 
his familiarity with the LXX. However, his mark as an exegete owes 
more to the brevity of his style and the unpretentious attitude 
towards the great learning he brought to the text: "Calvin was
never diffuse and avoided the mere display of learning; he toiled 
after clear instruction in the interpretation of the text and 
edification from it. Although Calvin has been criticized for 
his recourse to typology (from allegory) and his harmonizations of 
contradictory passages, he is also praised for his criticism of 
hollow orthodoxy and his views on messianic interpretations (cf. 
Farrar, pp. 342-349).
Francisco de Ribera was a leading Jesuit theologian of the 
sixteenth century. He longed to lead the life of a hermit, but 
was drawn into missionary activity and scholarship. His commen­
taries display familiarity with the works of earlier commentators 
and the explication of Scripture along the literal sense.
The three representatives of this period give three quite 
diverse treatments of this pericope. Luther "spiritualizes" the 
passage according to certain fundamental principles of his theology 
and his understanding of the relationship between the testaments. 
The "promise" given to Israel secures their faith and "Israel" 
becomes a mirror reflecting the life of the Church. That the 
passage should be interpreted as referring to a spiritual kingdom, 
and not a physical one, grows out of the nature of the pericope 
itself and not as an allegorical imposition upon it. That is,
Micah had already prophesied the destruction of Israel (l:6f.) and
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God totally destroyed her not long after Micah's prophecy, thus 
the reference to "Israel" in 5:1 and 2 clearly must refer to a 
spiritual kingdom. Luther argues that if a physical kingdom were 
intended Micah would have used "Judah" rather than "Israel." Thus 
for Luther, as also with St. Cyril, the "spiritual" sense is the 
literal sense intended by the prophet (cf. p. 87 )♦
Calvin does not follow Luther's exegesis; nevertheless, his 
exegesis also displays influence from his theology and the circum­
stances of his situation. The Reformed wing of the Reformation 
sought to establish civil government upon biblical models; hence 
Calvin in 5:3-5 finds occasion for parenesis on civil and church 
government and the protection God provides through his chosen 
leaders for the people. Calvin says that the new ruler will be a 
shepherd "who deals gently with his flock," not a "dreaded tyrant." 
Furthermore, though the Church may be without a succession of 
leadership for a time, God will cause that "she may set up a fixed 
and well-ordered government, and that by the common consent of all." 
Succession by hereditary right, Calvin says, "Seems not consistent 
with liberty." [The translator and editor, the Rev. John Owen, 
counters this remark in a footnote; "It is by no means a safe rule, 
to draw a conclusion from the spiritual government as to what a 
temporal government should be."]
Ribera's exegesis likewise reflects the broader theological 
issues of the times. Like Calvin he interprets the final verses 
of the pericope as a prophecy of the Church, though his perspec­
tive is from the Catholic tradition. Ribera interacts to a far 
greater degree with the host of interpretations of the passage 
which preceded his than either Luther or Calvin does. He is not 
a mere annotator, however, and even Jerome is criticized on occasion
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when, for example, he counters Jerome's interpretation that "he 
will stand..." (5:3) refers to Christ who previously walked (on 
earth) but who now remains with them always (manebit semper cum eis) 
by saying that "to stand" means to defend and help (them) from enemies
The tension between the weal (5:1; 5:3-5) and woe (4:14; 5:2) 
sections is also variously handled. Calvin comments that the juxta­
position of these sections belongs together in order to prepare the 
godly to accept times of crises. Luther resolves the tension in two 
ways. First, Mic 4:14 belongs to the preceding words and refers to 
Babylon, not Jerusalem. Second, in Mic 5:2 Luther makes a distinc­
tion between "them," that is, those of the synagogue who are handed 
over after the physical kingdom is destroyed, and those to whom the 
promise of deliverance (the time of childbirth) refers.
Ribera makes no explicit point which would indicate that a 
tension exists between these verses. The tension in 5:2 is resolved 
by Jerome's translation of OJU? , that the Jews will be cared for 
until the establishment of the Church.
In this period where much new exegetical ground is broken, we 
also see the rejection of previous interpretations. This is especi­
ally seen in the rejection of allegorical interpretations. Luther 
rejects the interpretation that the "blow upon the cheek" refers to 
the passion of Christ; yet he interprets 5:1 as a prophecy of 
Christ's human and divine natures, and interprets "Israel" as the 
Church and "Assyria" as the spiritual foes of the Church. Calvin 
rejects the interpretation of 5:1 as a prophecy of Christ's two 
natures (since "the Jews will never allow it") though, in principle, 
he agrees with it. Calvin further rejects the interpretation of 
the "woman in travail" as a reference to the Virgin Mary. However, 
Calvin does not limit his comments to grammatical or philological
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observations any more than Luther does. Where the words warrant 
parenesis and theological reflection, Calvin does not hesitate to 
venture forth. This is seen especially in 5;3-5, where he comments 
on Church and civil government and the previous verses where the 
juxtaposition of weal and woe oracles elicits comments of comfort 
and explanation.
It should be noted, however, that it is the nature of the text 
itself which brings forth these comments more than something imposed 
on the text. Calvin shows much restraint by not imposing his theo­
logical doctrines on a single verse, as in 5:1 where he rejects the 
interpretation of the two natures of Christ. Luther pays close 
attention to the words and finds the choice of certain words (Israel, 
for example) is significant for understanding the text.
Even though Ribera is .more firmly grounded in traditional 
interpretations of the text than Luther and Calvin, he also shows 
restraint in his comments. He does make note of allegorical inter­
pretations, as e.g. in 4:14 where the "judge" refers to Christ and 
in 5:2 where the "woman in travail" refers to the Virgin Mary. He 
does this, however, more as an afterthought and without comment 
as to its merit, rather than an essential aspect of his exegesis. 
Ribera is heavily influenced by Jerome's interpretation, as are all 
the commentators in the Latin West. However, he also departs from 
Jerome (5:3 especially) as he "untwists" the maze of interpretations 
concerning the passage.
Finally, with the advance in Hebrew studies we also find more 
recourse to the meaning of words and grammatical constructions than 
in most of the exegesis prior to the Reformation. Calvin observes 
that ’“nAiin has a reflexive sense, not a passive. Both Luther and 
Ribera make comments on the meaning of H T A  ; both of whom differ
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from Jerome’s understanding of the initial phrase by focusing more 
on the military connotations of the words. In 5:1 Calvin and Ribera 
argue that does not refer to the size of the city but to the
number of people and hence to the leader of them (cf. Matt 2:5). 
Ribera argues that I ’VY is not a noun but an adverb in 5:1. All 
three commentators understand the final stichos of 5:1 to be a 
reference to "eternity,’’ not a long distant past (cf. Kimchi's 
comments, p. 103 ), In 5:3 the commentators are in agreement, 
against Jerome, that 11%? means "to dwell" rather than "to turn." 
In 5:4 Ribera raises the question of how OlV% HT n ? m  relates 
to what follows, and again departs from Jerome and V by saying 
that "Assyria" begins a new thought. Ribera explains the leaders 
of 5:4 as "bishops" and "doctors," which is essentially the position 
of Luther and Calvin who argue that this refers to the spiritual 
(Luther) and civil (Calvin) leaders of the church. Luther says that 
the numbers "seven" and "eight" refer to a "small handful," whereas 
Calvin says they refer to "a great number." Finally, in 5:5 the 
commentators follow the rendering of n?nu31 as "sword" (cf. Jerome 
and V) but the editor of Calvin's commentary (John Owen) favours 
"in his entrances" and says that Calvin is following Kimchi and Ibn 
Ezra.
POST-REFORMATION PERIOD
"The Epigoni of the Reformation were far feebler and less 
large-hearted than their mighty predecessors... It was only rekindled 
into brightness by those who were at first denounced as renegades 
and heretics, but who...were the true heirs of Erasmus and Luther" 
(Farrar, p. 358). This harsh indictment of the post-Reformation 
commentators stands in need of qualification on two fronts, even
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though the thrust of the indictment-— that is, that after the 
creative Reformation period, the Church entered a period of rigid 
dogmas and harsh contentions— cannot be denied.
One might well question whether Luther, Calvin, or Erasmus 
would be as enthusiastic as Farrar is about the development of 
Renaissance and Reformation thinking in Descartes, Spinoza, and 
Schleiermacher, etc. The vitriolic pens of these Reformation 
giants did not spare those of differing opinions during their own 
era, and one suspects that counter arguments would be levelled 
against these "renegades" of orthodoxy much as orthodox theologians 
of the post-Reformation period rallied against what they perceived 
as dangerous deviations from the faith. It must also be admitted 
that these renegades follow in the spirit of overthrowing tyran­
nical scholasticism which enslaves men to creeds rather than worship 
of God. Certainly the biblical exegesis of Cocceius, Grotius, 
Spener, and Bengal follows the Reformation dictum Sola Scriptura.
We must also make a qualification concerning the "epigoni" 
who produced the confessions, systems, and contentions that Farrar 
castigates. These men were no less the heirs, or bastards, than 
were the "renegades." Luther, Calvin, and the others swept in like 
a wave which left an ocean to define it. The epigoni took up this 
arduous task. Even the works of the Reformers themselves grew from 
edition to edition as more problems were addressed and clarified 
(Calvin's Institutes grew from six chapters to eighty in little 
more than two decades). Thus the confessions, systems, and so forth 
were the "clean-up" work which needed to be done as the implications 
and inconsistencies of the creative genius of the Reformers were 
addressed.
It must also be noted that this new "scholasticism" which, 
admittedly, hardened the systems of their masters, also evidenced
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what still needed to be done in.critical-theological thinking. The 
anomalies that still existed created the unrest which produced a 
new outburst of creative work in the modern period.
Thus while qualifications are in order, Farrar still isolates 
the character of the times. His threefold curse aptly sums up this 
period; "The curse of tyranneous confessionalism; the curse of 
exorbitant systems; the curse of contentious bitterness" (p. 359). 
Nevertheless, from both the Renaissance and Reformation, and the 
rigid systems of this period that were unable to deal satisfactorily 
with the richness and complexity of biblical faith, the next wave 
of creative activity broke forth over the Church in the. manner of 
historical criticism in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
Cornelius à Lapide (1567-1637), Edward Pococke (1604-1691), 
August Calmet (1672-1757), Ernst Rosenmuller (1768-1835), and 
Edward Pusey (1880-1882) are representative of the Christian exege­
sis of this period. Cornelius à Lapide was a Flemish Jesuit who 
taught at Louvain and later at Rome. He was highly regarded as a 
biblical scholar; his clear style and deep spirituality were 
attractive to preachers. In his commentaries, which cover the entire 
Bible except Job and Psalms, Lapide gives both the literal and spiri­
tual sense of a text, and makes prudent use of the Fathers and 
medieval commentators.
The seventeenth century Oxford orientalist Edward Pococke 
perfected his knowledge of Arabic as a chaplain in Aleppo. He was 
the first Professor of Arabic at Oxford, and later succeeded to 
the chair of Hebrew. Through his erudition, he sought to show the 
faulty reasoning and lack of knowledge that led to many erroneous 
opinions.
August Calmet, Benedictine monk, historian, and exegete,
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adhered to the literal sense of Scripture over against those who 
made the spiritual sense supreme. Bossuet says of him, "Yet his 
exegetical works are merely conscientious compilations and lack 
true critical judgment" (NCE, vol. 2, p. 1084). However, it was 
through men such as Calmet and R, Simon that much of the biblical 
exegesis of the eighteenth century was preserved (cf. Crehan, 
p. 226).
The German Lutheran biblical scholar Ernst Rosenmuller stood 
on the edge of the great discoveries of the nineteenth century in 
the Ancient Near East. As Professor of Oriental Languages at Leip­
zig, he produced the Scholia in Vetus Testamentum in sixteen parts. 
This work drew heavily upon the history of exegesis, including 
Jewish exegesis. He also produced another important work, a 
"handbook" on the natural history of the biblical world, Handbuch 
de Biblischen A1tertumskunde (4 vols., 1823-1831). His exegesis 
is marked by a concern for the literal sense of a passage, and a 
judicious use of the history of interpretation.
Edward Pusey was Regius Professor of Hebrew at Oxford, and 
head of the Oxford Movement in 1933. He studied biblical criticism 
in German, but wrote against the Rationalism that he had studied. 
His commentaries were the hallmark of conservative exegesis in the 
nineteenth century.
The commentators examined, all from the Christian tradition, 
show an increased use of Hebrew to explain the meaning of the text. 
They also display unanimity in interpreting Mic 4:14-5:5 christo- 
logically.
There is not, of course, unanimity in every feature that is 
related to Christ. However, there is a general consensus on major
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points of interpretation. In spite of Calvin's remarks to the 
contrary (p. 112 ), all five commentators agree that 5:1 is a
prophecy of both the human and divine origin of Christ. Pococke 
goes so far as to say that the "plain meaning" of the words is 
evident proof of this interpretation. He says that the words,
"whose goings forth...," signal "a description of the divine gen­
eration before all time," and show that Christ is the eternal son 
and of the same substance as the Father. He argues that i?jixYin 
cannot have reference to a future time (as in the previous
stichos), but has an implied "preter tense" meaning, "whose origins 
have been from of old." Calmet mentions that the phrase, "his 
origins," could refer to the revelation of Jesus Christ to the 
patriarchs and prophets (cf‘. Theodore), but his own interpretation 
is that the prophet is testifying to the two natures of the Messiah. 
Similarly in 5:2 Lapide, Rosenmuller, Pococke, and Pusey relate the 
birth imagery to the Virgin birth. Calmet makes note of this 
interpretation and the ecclesiological interpretation that sees the 
birth of the Church as the deliverer of the Jews who turn in faith 
to Christ. In 5:4 the commentators relate the peace to Christ 
except Rosenmuller who rejects this (he observes that it is 
Kimchi's interpretation to take nT as a reference to the Messiah) 
and argues that it is a temporal reference such as ,jy or ;
"This will be a time of great flourishing and fruitfulness." Pococke 
is the only one who outrightly rejects the christological interpre­
tation of the "strike upon the cheek" in 4:14 as a reference to 
Christ and his passion. He says that the progression of the 
prophecy militates against this since the "ruler" is not mentioned 
until after the calamities of 4:14.
The commentators show various ways to reconcile the Mican
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passage with the quotation in Matthew. Pococke's approach is 
unique (cf. also Calmet). He draws upon Jewish interprétât ion-., (R. 
Tanchum) to argue that means "great in renown" rather than
"least" in this passage. Pococke appeals to Tg and Zech 13:7 in 
the Syriac and Greek, as well as others "of good authority"
(Abu Walid and Arabic). Thus, Pococke argues, Matthew is giving 
the true meaning by saying "you are not the least." Pusey argues 
against this interpretation saying that even if T’yY had the 
sense of "great" it would not yield the sense Pococke wants since 
I11’n*7 implies a contrast in the verse. Pusey himself argues 
that Matthew is merely recounting the scribe's mis-citation of 
Micah. Also, this sense views Bethlehem from God's eyes, whereas 
Micah’s text shows Bethlehem from man's eyes (cf. Jerome). Lapide 
solves the discrepancy by saying that Matthew is drawing upon a 
Septuagint text with the MH reading. He also states that 
Matthew had not misquoted from a lapse of memory (as some had asser­
ted) . Finally, Rosenmuller argues that the phrase is intended as 
a rhetorical question which implies a negative answer.
It is only at 4:14 and 5:4 and 5 that any attempt is made to 
relate this passage to a historical situation in Israel's history;
5:1-5:3 is clearly messianic and thus christological for the Chris­
tian interpreters. Lapide relates these verses both to the Assyrian 
invasion and then more broadly to subsequent invasions of Judah.
In contrast to this, Pococke sees prophecy as having only one ful­
filment and therefore the progression of thought is important, not 
haphazard. Thus 4:14 refers to the Assyrian invasion and the siege 
against Jerusalem, and 5:1-3 is the messianic promise. Thus 5:4 
and 5 must be understood figuratively since this is after the birth 
of the ruler, and Assyria was no longer a world power. Rosenmiiller, 




could be related to the Assyrian, Babylonian, etc., invasions. He 
is the only one, however, who argues that the one addressed in 4 : 1 4  
is the enemy (cf. Luther), not Jerusalem. Calmet ties both 4 : 1 4  
and 5:4 and 5 to the Babylonian and Persian periods. Finally, Pusey 
completes the picture by locating the fulfilment of the prophecy in 
the Roman period (he observes that the Jews had no king at this time, 
only a "judge;" cf. 4:14).
Lapide makes the most extensive use of "spiritual" interpreta­
tion. He even goes so far as to liken Micah to parvum (cf. 5:2, 
Parvulus es), because Micah "is a great prophet but has a small 
name." Calmet ignores these tropological expositions, as do most 
of the Protestant commentators of the period. Oddly enough, it is 
Pusey, who studied biblical criticism in Germany and came at the 
end of the period, who also makes recourse to spiritual interpre­
tation. For example, in 5:1, he states the meaning of "Bethlehem" 
and "Ephrathah" to say that what was rich in fruitfulness in this 
world will be even more fruitful in spiritual blessings. Pococke 
goes to great length to establish the "plain meaning" of the words 
(especially 5:1 and 2), but argues that the "plain meaning" can be 
figurative, as in 5 :4 and 5. P o c o c k e  arg ues that
the se w o r d s  s h o u i d  be u n d e r s t o o d  ' figura­
tively, even as Maimonides confessed and as confirmed by Isa ll:6f,
"The wolf shall dwell with the lamb...." Thus in describing the 
Assyrian menace, who were then the known enemies, the prophet des­
cribes an even greater blessing and peace to be hoped for from 
the "more malicious and potent enemies than the Assyrian or Chaldean, 
even Satan himself with all his infernal host" (cf. Jerome).
Finally, all the commentators show a knowledge of Hebrew, and 
utilize it to establish the meaning of the text. Most of their
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observations had been made in one form or another in earlier inter­
pretations. However, the proposal of Pococke on I’VY as having
two opposite meanings, either "least" or "great," depending upon the 
context, is a fresh approach to solving one of the difficulties of 
the pericope. Also, mention should be made of Rosenmiiller's 
argument that cannot mean "sword" since this would require
a pi. masc. suf. (referring to the "shepherds") and not a sg. fern, 
suf. Pococke overcomes this by saying that the suffix should be 
interpreted "swords of it," that is, swords of the land.
THE MODERN PERIOD
"The point is that the direction of interpretation now became
37the reverse of earlier days," With this simple sentence, Frei 
manages to capture the watershed that modern critical exegesis 
produced in biblical studies. No longer was it possible to read 
the Bible without a consciousness of the distance between the 
biblical world and the historical situation of the reader; "There 
is now a logical distinction and a reflective distance between the 
stories and the 'reality' they depict" (Frei, p. 5).
In the pre-critical exegesis, despite the varied approaches—  
theoria or allegoria; peshat or derash; dogmatic or confessional—  
the Bible was nevertheless part of the shared, inclusive experience 
of the "real" world. The interpretation of a text, both literary 
and historical, and the meaning derived from it were woven "together 
into a common narrative referring to a .single history and its pat­
terns of meaning" (Frei, p. 2). With the rise of historical 
criticism, meaning was separated from ostensive reference; "Whether 
or not the story is true history, its meaning is detachable from 
the specific story that sets it forth" (Frei, p. 6). The rift between 
pre-critical and critical exegesis began in the post-Reformation
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period; "The Protestant writers against Rome were forging the
38weapons which were soon to be used against them." The search for 
truth was the goal for both the Protestant scholastics and the 
"renegades and heretics," and reason was the means by which all 
could agree; "What was disputed was whether, in addition to the 
natural religion which was common property, there was also a super­
natural communication of revealed truth, and if so what were its 
limits" (Neil, p. 241).
The immediate result of this dispute between natural religion 
and divine revelation was a Pyrrhic victory for orthodoxy. The 
traditional view of the authority of the Bible was more or less 
upheld, but what was previously sacrosanct had now been put in the 
dock and examined like any other piece of literature. Neil says, 
"The awe and reverence with which its exaltation into the seat of 
infallible authority had surrounded it, were soon tarnished in the 
rough and tumble of debate" (p. 342).
The Orthodox position came increasingly under fire. In 
philosophy, English Deism, French Rationalism, and German Idealism 
combined to cast doubt on the nature of biblical authority. With 
the rise of scientific discovery, geological finds and especially 
the evolutionary theories of Darwin combined to overturn the bibli­
cal story of creation and the origin of Man. Within theological 
studies, "higher criticism" was casting doubt on the literary and 
historical integrity of the biblical texts.
The debates stopped short of bloodshed; but reputations were 
ruined, and faith was challenged. In the midst of the extremes 
were sensitive scholars who were able to combine the best of modern 
criticism with the essentials of biblical Christianity. Neverthe­
less, it was clear that there could be no return to the precritical
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view of Scripture; God's Word in Scripture as it was expressed 
through human authors was now fully recognized. The Bible had 
become a book to be studied as any other book.
Thus the awareness of the historical and logical distance 
between the biblical world and the modern world became increasing 
evident in the commentaries of the post-Reformation period (this 
is especially true in the highly apologetic approach of Pusey). 
Nevertheless, the sustained use of scientific methodology, whether 
conservative (Keil) or liberal (T. H. Robinson), belongs more 
properly to the modern period. The gains made by higher criticism 
and the losses in biblical authority continue to be the blessing 
and curse of the historical criticism that grew out of the Renais­
sance arid Reformation. The task remains to uncover the right 
approach(es) to the study of the text in the light of the inunda­
tion of knowledge, and to continue to struggle with the nature of 
biblical authority in the life of believing communities and the 
pluralistic society at large.
The commentators and the dates and editions of their commen­
taries on Micah utilized for this study are as follows. C . F.Keil's 
commentary on the Minor Prophets was translated from the German 
Biblischer Commentar liber das AT by James Martin and published by 
T. and T. Clark in 1868. G. A. Smith's commentary was published in 
the Expositor's Bible in 1898. J. Wellhausen's translation and 
notes on the Minor Prophets was published as Die Kleinen Propheten 
(1898). K. Marti's commentary appeared in the series, Kurzer Hand- 
Commentar zum Alten Testament in 1904. The ICC commentary on Micah 
by J. M. P. Smith was published in 1911 and remains the last full- 
scale commentary written in English on the Hebrew text. W. Nowack's 
commentary (3rd edition, 1922) was published in the Handkommentar
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zum Alten Testament series. E. Sell in's commentary appeared in 
the first series of the Kommentar zum Alten Testament in 1929-30.
T. H. Robinson's and F. Horst's volume on the Twelve Minor Prophets 
appeared in the Handbuch zum Alten Testament series (3td edition, 
1964). A. Weiser's commentary on the Minor Prophets appeared in 
the series. Das Alte Testament Deutsch, in 1967. The commentary 
of Rene Vuilleumier and C. A. Keller, Michee, Nahoum, Habacuc, 
Sophonie, appeared in 1971 in the series. Commentaire de l'Ancien 
Testament. W. Rudolph's commentary was published in 1975 in the 
series, Kommentar zum Alten Testament. J. L. May's commentary on 
Micah is part of the Old Testament Library and was published in 
1976. L. C. Allen's commentary appeared in the New International 
Commentary on the Old Testament series in 1976.
The watershed that marks critical exegesis displays itself 
especially in the treatment of the unity and authenticity of the 
pericope. We have seen that pre-critical commentators often noted 
the tensions between the verses and sought ways to reconcile these 
tensions. With the rise of critical exegesis, it became apparent 
that these tensions were often the result of different hands at work 
in the text, thus isolating these later additions and locating them 
in a particular historical period is an important aspect of the 
exegesis of this period.
The whole pericope is often viewed as non-Mican; 5:2 and 5:4 
and 5 are further seen as later insertions which interrupt the pro­
gression of thought. J. M. P. Smith, Nowack, and Marti are among 
those who view 5:2 as late; , and the shift from Yahweh speaking
to him being spoken of, belie a different hand than 5:1. Similarly, 
5:4 and 5 represent another development; the mention of "Assyria" 
would suggest an eighth century setting (cf. G. A. Smith), but it
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is also used to signify Syria and other enemies of the Jewish people 
in later times (J. M. P. Smith, Sellin, et a l .). Since the numbers 
"seven" and "eight" bring to mind Mattathias and his family, Marti 
suggests dating these verses in the Maccabaean period. Keil,
G. Smith, Weiser, and with lesser certainty, Robinson, hold a 
traditional eighth century date for the bulk of the passage. In 
more recent commentaries. Mays doubts the authenticity and coherence 
on the basis of stylistic features. Allen, Vuillemeier, and 
Rudolph (though he concedes that 5:4b-5 could be as late as the 
Maccabaean period), however, argue for its authenticity.
The question of authenticity also raises the question of 
coherence and affinities with other passages. Keil makes note of 
the logical affinities between 4:14 and 4:9; Wellhausen, J. M. P. 
Smith, Nowack, and Mays observe this as well, but they also argue 
for literary affinities, and 5:2 is often viewed as an insertion 
between 5:1 and 5:3; cf. J. M. P. Smith, Marti, et a l . Wellhausen 
says that 5:1 "zeigt eine auffalende Ahnlichkeit mit 4, 8" which 
Nowack takes one step further by positing literary affinities.
Keil also sees a connection between these verses, but he would 
reject the idea that the intervening verses are insertions.
Finally, 5:4 and 5 are often viewed as a separate literary unit 
(J. M. P. Smith, G. Smith, Nowack, Marti, et a l .), although Mays 
argues that there are several links of redaction between it and the 
foregoing. Wellhausen argues that the mention of "Assyria" as a 
world power does not, of necessity, indicate an eighth century set­
ting for these verses. Even Allen, who argues for its authenticity, 
suggests that Micah is utilizing an existing war-song.
Historical criticism brought about an interest in dating the 
prophecies and identifying the historical situation to which they
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referred. With all its gains, critical methodology has not, 
however, gained unanimity in locating the historical allusion of 
the pericope, especially 4:14. Allen and Rudolph identify this 
with the Assyrian invasion; Rudolph calls attention to 2 Kgs 18:17ff 
and argues that Micah is here in dispute with his contemporary, 
Isaiah. Since Mays doubts the authenticity of the passage, his own 
reconstruction ties it to the sieges of Nebuchadnezzar. Still 
others (e.g., J. M. P. Smith, Marti, Nowack) suggest that the 
historical sitaution is not at all clear and resist tying it to 
any one situation that can be identified in Israel's history. This 
pattern is familiar throughout the history of exegesis.
Emendation of textual problems is a further characteristic 
of this period. Wellhausen first suggested the emendation of 
T n A  na ’TTAiin to iiAain ?TTAiin and interpreted this as a sign 
of mourning (rather than banding together as in the Tg). This is 
followed either in emendation or interpretation by J. M. P. Smith, 
Robinson, Sellin, Weiser, Mays, Allen, Vuilleumier, and Rudolph.
Of this period Keil is nearly alone when he connects it with 
Jer 5:7 (but cf. BDB and NEB). ow is emended to the pi. with 
13? by J. M. P. Smith, Nowack, Sellin, and Marti. Allen and 
Rudolph, however, object that this is not necessary. In 5:1a ?n"7
is omitted as a dittography with in’n*? in 5:1b by Wellhausen, 
Marti, Sellin, Mays, et al. Robinson emends it to read n’il N*?
(cf. Matt 2:6 and several Greek mss.). Some commentators omit nn*? 
in 5:2 as a later, albeit correct gloss, on njlSK (cf.
Wellhausen, J. M. P. Smith, Sellin, Nowack, Weise, Vuilleumier),
In 5:5, following Wellhausen, the sg. is often emended
to the pi. (J. M. P. Smith, Marti, Nowack, Robinson), though 
Sellin, Allen, Rudolph, and Mays reject this. Finally n^ rijlDl
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is almost unanimously emended or taken to mean a sword of some type, 
as nn’na in Ps 55:22. Wellhausen raises the possibility of 
reading i m  ’Finaa , but others have not taken this up. Keil 
argues against this meaning and relates n’PilSl to the cities 
and fortresses of the land (cf. Isa 3:26).
Finally, in sharp distinction from the post~Reformation 
period, messianic interpretation of this passage in the Modern 
period is widely diverse. Wellhausen, J. M. P. Smith, Marti,
Weiser, and Sellin view 5:2 as a gloss on Isa 7:14 (note that 
Robinson connects 5:1 and 3 with Isa 7:14). Rudolph argues that 
this is a false connection, though he does feel that it is an 
actual birth, and not a metaphor for suffering and deliverance as 
in 4:9 and 10. Mays rejects interpreting HT*?!’ in the light of 
Isa 7:14 (and 9:6); rather, he argues that it is a metaphor for 
the distress of the exile (as in 4:9 and 10). Keil is the only one 
to connect 5:2 explicitly with the mother of Jesus. Mic 5:4a is also 
diversely handled. Marti, J. M. P. Smith and Mays emend the stichos 
to read "from Assyria." Nowack render it as "und Solcher Art wird 
der Friede sein," and similarly Marti, "ein solcher." Keil, Allen, 
and Rudolph argue that V’X m  refers to the ruler mentioned in the 
previous verses.
CONCLUSIONS
The following chapter, "The Exegesis of Micah 4:14-5:5," 
will serve as both the summary and conclusions to the exegetical 
issues raised by this examination. There are, however, some 
general observations about the history of interpretation that can 
be noted.
From the very beginning of the exegesis of the passage
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(indeed, even as early as the versions themselves) certain tensions 
within the pericopes have been felt. The threat of 4:14 following 
from the promise of 4:13; the change from God being spoken of in 
5:1 and 3, to God speaking in 5:2; and the relationship of 5:4a 
to what precedes and follows, present problems for translators 
and commentators alike. These tensions are dealt with in a variety 
of literary, exegetical, or theological ways.
In 4:14, for example, Cyril's lemma represents a departure 
from the MT. "Daughter of Ephraim" is read, which, Cyril says, 
refers to Samaria (in contradistinction to 4:13, which concerns 
Judah). Similar to this is Luther's solution (cf. Rosenmiiller).
Mic 4:14 is seen as a word against Assyria, not Zion. In P and Tg 
the word of rebuke against Zion is turned into a word of encourage­
ment. This is followed in some form by Isho'dad, Rashi, Pococke, 
et al. Jerome, Theodore, et al, make a distinction between the 
time to which 4:1-3 and 4:14 refers. Similarly, Calvin argues that 
the juxtaposition of weal and woe are part and parcel of the 
divine message; both work to encourage and make steadfast the 
faithful. It is only in modern critical exegesis that the question 
of the integrity of the oracle arises. Mic 4:14 has been seen to 
be part of another oracle; perhaps after 1:10-16 (cf. Vuilleumier). 
or after 4:9 and 10 (cf. Marti). J. M. P. Smith argues that 4:14 
is an isolated fragment of a longer oracle, which is now lost.
These examples, and similar ones with regard to 5:2 and 5:4a, 
indicate that pre-critical commentators are not impervious to the 
tensions within a pericope any more than their critical successors. 
We may fault them for certain exegetical gymnastics, as, for 
example, the "Daughter of Ephraim" reading in several mss. of the 
LXX, or P's "Daughter of mighty troops" forilTA ,11 of the MT,
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However, we need not castigate them for not working within a criti­
cal framework of sources and editors. Indeed, we may still learn 
from our predecessors to recognize, or be sensitive to, the possible 
links or similarities between originally disparate material. The 
literary and theological affinities observed by these pre-critical 
commentators may alert us to the creative genius of the editors or 
redactors and not just their apparent ineptitude.
What constitutes the literal sense of the passage is another 
perennial problem. As Loewe and others have observed, the literal 
sense is not static, but dynamic. In our study, this can be seen 
within a particular period, as, e.g., between Cyril or Theodore (on 
the significance of "Bethlehem" and "days of eternity"). This can 
also been seen between periods; for example, Calvin argues that 
5:1 does not necessarily teach the pre-existence of Christ, whereas 
Pococke says that, "We may not let go the plain meaning of the 
words...as evident proof of Christ's eternal generation...."
Whatever the literal sense is taken to be, it is usually not 
something imposed upon the text; rather, it is something that 
grows out of a close reading of a text. This is not to say that 
philosophical and theological issues do not influence the commenta­
tors. The example of Cyril and Theodore shows just how much these 
issues determine an exegetical stance. However, it is the signifi­
cance attached to particular words that gives rise to what is the 
literal sense of a passage. For example, Eliezer finds significance 
between the presence of the sg. Qt» and the pi.13? in 4:14. The 
prophet intended the sg. to refer to Assyria, whereas the pi. refers 
to God. Similarly, Luther finds significance in the use of "Israel" 
rather than "Judah." He concludes that the prophet chose this word 
so that his readers would know that a "spiritual" interpretation
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was intended. No exegetical gymnastics were intended by either 
commentator; rather, sensitivity to the possibility that every 
element in a text may carry significance governs their exegesis.
Thus a history of the interpretation of a passage shows the 
rich exegetical heritage surrounding a text, and may alert 
commentators to unexpected exegetical insights.
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CHAPTER THREE 
THE EXEGESIS OF MICAH 4:14-5:5
There are many interesting and challenging problems in 
/Mic 4:14-5:5 which are both exegetical and theological in nature.
The delineation of the pericope itself is a problem, as indeed the 
structure of chapters 4 and 5 are in general; "Now chaps 4-5 are 
admittedly the most difficult chapters in the book of Micah in 
which to demonstrate coherence" (Willis, p. 275).
Willis argues in his study of the structure of Micah that 
"in their present form [i.e., chapters 4 and 5] they exhibit a 
coherence which must be attributed to a purposeful attempt to 
arrange them in an orderly fashion" (p. 227). Willis' study, in 
spite of significant points of disagreement (cf. Willis, pp. 277- 
289), is built upon the study of B. Renaud.^ The analysis by 
Willis centres on the affinities between the seven (Renaud argues 
for six) pericopes of chapter 4 and 5: 3:9-4:5; 4:6-8; 4:9-10;
4:11-13; 4:14-5:5; 5:6-8; and 5:9-14. These passages share a
description of the present hopeless situation juxtaposed with an 
announcement that Yahweh will give Israel victory over her enemies 
or restore her to her former prominence. The forms of the pericopes 
differ, but each contains this contrasting structure.
The coherence of the pericope 4:14-5:5 focuses primarily on 
4:14 and its relationship to what precedes and follows. The tension 
between these verses has long been noted (cf. chapter 2, "A Survey 
of the History of the Interpretation of Mic 4:14-5:5"). Those who
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do not accept the coherence between 4:14 and the following either 
argue that it is an independent oracle (cf. J. M ‘ P. Smith), is part 
of the preceding oracle (cf. Luther), is a misplaced oracle which 
originally followed 4:9 and 10 (cf. Marti), or perhaps belongs more
appropriately after 1:10-16 (cf. Vuilleumier).
One need not accept Willis' analysis of chapters 4 and 5
as a whole in order to accept 4:14-5:5 as a unit. Intentional con*
strasts within the pericope also indicate coherence. Between 4:14 
and 5:1 are contrasts that appear to be intentional and suggest that 
4:14 introduces the whole pericope. Willis argues for three such 
contrasts: (a) between the present "judge," who is treated contu-
meliously, and the future "ruler," who comes according to Yahweh's 
will; (b) between Jerusalem, the political and religious centre of 
Judah, and Bethlehem, an insignificant town; (c) between reliance 
on military strength, which ends in failure, and reliance on Yahweh, 
which ends in success. Furthermore, 13*7 in 5:2 follows from both 
5:1 and 4:14, not just from 5:1 (see below). Finally, independent 
of any affinities adduced with preceding pericopes in chapters 4 
and 5, there are unmistakable similarities between 4:9, 11, and 14. 
All three begin with njy and are addressed to Zion ("Daughter 
of Marauders" is a derogatory reference to Zion; see below), and 
all three depict a time of distress followed by a word of promise.
It thus appears that 4:14-5:5 forms a coherent unit because of the 
intentional contrasts within the pericope itself and the affinities 
with the immediately preceding pericopes.
The coherence of a unit also raises the question of the
authenticity and dating of the pericope. Although earlier critics
had questioned the authenticity of isolated fragments of Micah, it
2was B. Stade's articles in ZAW that shaped the debates concerning
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authentic material. In the most recent commentaries on Micah,
J. Mays follows in the tradition of Stade, that is, that "authentic"
material is only found in chapters 1 to 3. There was notable resist-
3ance to Stade's analysis, which, in the more recent commentaries, 
can be found in Rudolph, Allen, and Vuilleumier. These commentators 
find genuine Mican material throughout the book and, as opposed to 
Mays who argues that Micah prophesied only for a short period of 
time during Hezekiah's reign (cf. Jer 26:18), they appeal to the 
whole dating schema of Mic 1:1— that Micah prophesied during the 
reigns of Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah.
We argue in the exegesis below that 4:14 and 5:1 probably 
stem from Micah and perhaps arose as a result of Sennacherib's 
invasion of Palestine (cf. 2 Kgs 18ff.). However, 5:2 and 3 appear 
to be a later, perhaps exilic, redaction which brings Micah's 
prophecies into line with those prphecies found in Isa 7:14, 9:6,
and 11:1. Finally 5:4 and 5 represent an originally independent 
oracle of weal which also has been appended to the preceding, 
probably by the same exilic tradent who appended 5:2 and 3 to 4:14 
and 5:1, to show that the nationalism of this oracle (5:4 and 5) 
can only be accomplished through God's chosen ruler and not 
according to their own political and military strength.
Numerous philological and syntactical problems confront the 
exegete throughout the pericope. In 4:14, no agreement on the 
meaning of T n A  HI ’TTAnïl has emerged since the earliest 
translations. Also, in 4:14, Qy is often emended to the pi. 
Bethlehem in 5:1 is sometimes omitted on the basis of the LXX. 
Moreover, îll’îl*? causes problems for translators. This has
been especially true in the Christian tradition, because Matthew 
quotes this with the addition of a negative particle. Identifying
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the antecedents to ’V TOO has elicited various responses through­
out the history of exegesis. In the final stichos of 5:1, 
has been the source of heated debate and sometimes fanciful specu­
lation. In 5:2, explaining how ID*? follows from the preceding 
verse is problematic. The subject of D3iP is unexpressed, as
well as to whom the pi. pron. suf. refers. Whether the "woman in 
travail" represents Israel or a prophecy of an actual birth is 
still debated. Mic 5:3 is relatively free of exegetical problems.
The major point of disagreement is whether the root of is
n y  , as with 113TP? in 5:2, or 317? , as the MT suggests. The
enigmatic HT iT>m in 5:4 remains problematical. Some
commentators have suggested that should read
with the LXX and as a more suitable term parallel to TUYINI 
Finally, in 5:5 n’finoi is. explained as a lance of some sort, or 
a fortified barrier. The emendation of to the pl., thus
making it conform to the other pi. forms in 5:4 and 5, has been 
suggested. Thus, there are numerous exegetical problems to be 
resolved in this short pericope.
Finally, the question whether we can properly speak of this 
pericope as a "messianic" prophecy has arisen especially because 
of modern critical treatments of the passage. This problem, how­
ever, reaches back to the Patristic period, as is evidenced by the 
comments of Theodore and Theodoret, and , later, in Nicholas de Lyra.
Mic 4:14-5:5 presents interesting problems for the translator 
or commentator. The present treatment is an endeavour to shed light 
on the passage by drawing upon the insights and arguments of the entire 
history of its interpretation.
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Pococke says, "It will not be easy in few words to give 
account of the different expositions of these words which are 
found in interpreters, or pass judgment between them." The inter­
vening centuries since Pococke make the task no less difficult.
nny : This introduces the addressee: Zion, as in 4:9 and 
11. Keil's attempt to drive a wedge between "now" in 4:9 and 
4:14 and "and now" in 4:11 is unsatisfactory. All three pericopes 
are addressed to Zion personified, and each moves from a descrip­
tion of a present time of distress when the nations are gathered 
against Zion to a future time of deliverance by Yahweh. Thus the 
waw before nny in 4:11 probably has no exegetical significance; 
cf. RSV, "Now many nations..." (cf. also BDB, p. 774). The time 
indicated could be a time ideally present— "then" (cf. BDB, p. 774);
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or it could be describing the situation as it stands presently in 
the eyes of the author— "now." If the historical particularity of 
of the passage has been obscured, as we are inclined to conclude 
(see below), the former translation is more likely.
usually either taken in the manner of the Tg and 
S, that is, as a denominative of n i A  — "Now muster yourselves in 
troops, daughter of troops" (Schwantes); or one follows the path 
of V by taking as a hithpolel of t x a — "Now you will be
ravaged, 0 daughter of the robber" (cf. J. M. P. Smith, although 
he favours emending the line to TTAiin with Wellhausen;
cf. also Allen, Rudolph, and Mays, "Now gash yourself, 0 daughter 
of marauders!")
The diverse treatment by the versions raises a question 
about the correct text. This is especially true in the light of 
the LXX which renders the initial stichos, "Now you shall be 
enclosed (within a wall), 0 daughter of enclosure." NEB, "Get 
you behind your walls, you people of a walled city," and RSV,
"Now you are walled about with a wall," follow the LXX. Two 
considerations militate against accepting the LXX as the correct 
reading. First, the text of the LXX could have arisen through the 
common confusion between daleth and resh. Although the verb 
èycppàoastv does not translate the root nA or tta elsewhere 
in the LXX, the noun ÇpdvpoQ is employed seven times as a trans­
lation of The noun èpcppâYMOÇ is used as a cognate to the
verb in order to conform to the Hebrew cognates (Pococke). Else­
where in Micah the translator of the LXX makes a similar confusion 
between daleth and resh; e.g., at 4:9 for 7y>Tii the LXX has 
ëyvwç ; cf. also 2:9; 5:4 7:4 7:12).
Second, the reading of the LXX also seems influenced by the
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following stichos, "A siege is laid against us," and conforms to 
4:11 where the nations gather against Israel. The understanding is 
that as the siege is laid, Jerusalem is "hedged in" by her enemies.
The subsequent history of the LXX, and the interpretations 
based upon it, indicate that these later translators and scribes 
were dissatisfied with the translation of the Hebrew by the LXX.
Some manuscrips ( W  A"'; cf. Cyril, Theophylakt, and the Arabic 
translation) have 0UY0ir)P ’E(ppaCp . This is perhaps a confu­
sion with spppaYPW (Melamed), but also reflects the need for a 
proper noun following "daughter" as in 4:13, "Daughter of Zion"
(cf. the Ethiopie text which does have "Daughter of Zion" at 4:14). 
Sym and Syh are similar to the text of LXX; Jerome comments follow­
ing his translation, "Hoc juxta Hebraicum, cui Interpretationi Aq. 
et Sym. etTheod. et editio.Quinta consentiunt." Field, however, 
objects, "Quod tamen dictum cum lectione Symmachi Syriaco conciliari 
neguit."
An impressive array of commentators have aligned themselves 
with'the position taken by the Tg and P. Rashi likens the phrase 
to the Aramaic . Similarly, both Ibn Ezra and Kimchi
comment that this signifies a n^np of troops; Kimchi cites 
Ps 118:12, "They surrounded me like bees," as an illustration of 
how the "daughter of troop" will assemble. Calvin observes that 
’TIAAil is a hithpa'el (sic) and thus has a reflexive, not a pas­
sive sense, "Thou shalt gather thyself." Rosenmiiller, Pococke, 
Pusey, Keil, and G. A. Smith are also among those who take the 
word to mean "band together in troops." More recently, Schwantes 
and Willis^ argue for this meaning. Schwantes appeals to the 
versions (Tg, P, and V) and cites Jer 5:7; Willis makes note, of 
the use of military terminology throughout the pericope. Finally,
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BDB cites Mic 4:14 and Jer 5:7 as evidence that the hithpolel 
of can mean "band together.
We must not overlook the. fact that both the Tg and P depart 
in significant ways from the MT. The early translators and subse­
quent commentators have difficulty explaining the transition from 
weal in 4:13 to woe in 4:14. The Targumist resolves the tension 
by turning the word of woe into a word of encouragement, "Now join 
the troops in camps." Tg omits "daughter" altogether.
Elsewhere in Micah, Tg renders ,q  as xjyjD ; cf. 4:10, 
"Congregation of Zion" (cf. also p. 27). In place of this is 
Xinp > "0 Town," as the addressee, Tg deliberately omits the 
derogatory reference to Zion ("Daughter of Marauders"; see below), 
which, following from the promises of 4:13, would be out of place.
In connection with this is.Tg's change of to nVy > and
running the two clauses into one; "Band together in troops, 0 
City, who lays a siege [ alternative reading piK/XT
(cf. Sperber) "to pour out; shed blood"] against her." Thus in 
Tg's translation, 4:14 follows from the promise of 4:13; the 
derogatory reference to Zion is omitted and the seige is no longer 
"against us," but "against her."
In a similar fashion P transforms the passage. The deroga­
tory reference after "daughter" is turned into a word of acclaim 
by defining the "troops" as "mighty" ( X]?Wy)- Also, in P the 
troops go forth in a raiding expedition wptAl I’pSil . As with 
the Tg, this follows from 4:13. Over against Tg and thus conform­
ing to the MT, P retains but this and the following clause
become the reason for the marauding expedition; "Go forth in a 
raid, 0 daughter of mighty troops, because ( m p A  ) they have laid 
siege against us ...."
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Schwantes argues that V, P, and Tg understand ?T"TAjiu as a 
denominative of TTTA, and proposes that we "do the same." He fails 
to note the important differences between the versions; while the 
Tg and P have a basic agreement, V is entirely different. V's 
vastaberis may be ambiguous in this verse (Willis says that this 
retains the "military terminology"); Jerome's comments make it 
abundantly clear that he understands it to be a "cutting" (concisio) 
Taylor says that vastaberis is reminiscent of 1 Kgs 18:28, et incide- 
bant (MT, TTTAiPI ) se iuxta ritum suum cultris el lanceolis.
Schwantes further maintains that the Tg (like the LXX) has 
confused TIA for 717A of the MT (reading 1?7?%7 ) . However, it 
is more likely that x m p  replaces 717A . It seems that a
derogatory reference to Zion is consciously avoided. 1?7?X7 (or
1?7PN7 ) goes with the following words concerning the siege. Also, 
by rendering ’77Anri as l’y ’ilüil the Tg does appear to be taking 
?77A7H as a denominative of 717A . In late Hebrew 717A comes
to mean "troop"; cf. 1 Chr 7:4, "And along with them...were units 
of the army for war." In 2 Sam 3:22 717A has the sense of "foray"
or "raid"; "Just then the servants of David arrived with Joab 
from a raid, bringing much spoil with them." Tg then (and P either 
independently or, more probably, in the same tradition as the Tg) 
derives the meaning of ?77AJH from 717A . The cultic sense of 
■>77AJn as "cutting" might seem out of place in connection with 717A 
especially following the exhortation for Zion to "arise and thresh" 
in 4:13. Following from the promsies of 4:13, and avoiding any 
derogatory reference to Zion, the Targumist does not take ’77AJu 
in its usual sense of cutting oneself; rather, it becomes a word 
of exhortation.
The only other occurrence in the OT where 77Aun may not
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have the sense of "cutting" is at Jer 5:7. This passage also is
not without its difficulties. The Tg has p y ’ilDîa , as in Mic 4:14;
P reads , "to contend" or "fight against"; and V, luxuri-
abantur. Further diversity is shown by the LXX, KaxéAuOV , which
suggests reading m A i P  . The uncertainty of the text as
evidenced by the versions continues to the present: RSV, "And
trooped to the houses of harlots"; NEB, "And haunted the brothels." 
Elsewhere in Jeremiah the verb llAiin occurs with its usual cultic 
meaning; cf. Jer 16:6, "And no one shall lament for them or cut 
himself or make himself bald for them," It is not until the post- 
Re format ion period, with Rosenmiiller, that Jer 5:7 was appealed to 
in order to support the meaning of "band together" for 
in Mic 4:14. Another possibility is that niAJ? in Jer 5:7 
does refer to cultic practices, as elsewhere in the OT, and that 
the "adultery" is a reference to heathen cultic rites. Jer 5:7 
would then read, "How can I pardon you? Your children have for­
saken me, and have sworn by those who are no gods. When I fed 
them to the full, they gashed themselves in the houses of harlots."^
Adultery as a symbol for idolatry and the connection between 
prostitution and idolatry occur frequently throughout the prophetic 
literature; e.g., Jer 3:1, "If a man divorces his wife and she 
goes from him and becomes another man's wife, will he return to her? 
...You have played the harlot with many lovers; and would you 
return to me? says the Lord. Compare Mic 1:7, "All her images 
shall be beaten to pieces, all her hires shall be burned with fire, 
and all her idols I will lay waste; for from the hire of a harlot 
she gathered them, and to the hire of a harlot they shall return."
It is obvious that those, like the RSV, who translate Mic 
4:14a as "You shall be enclosed..." are dependent upon the LXX
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which, we have argued, resulted from a confusion of daleth and 
resh. It is our contention that those, like Rashi, Calvin, Pococke, 
et al., who translate as "band yourself together," ulti­
mately derive this meaning from the T g ‘s misunderstanding and
9theological modification of Mic 4:14. This is not to say that 
they are directly dependent upon the Tg; but that the ambiguity 
of Mic 4:14 (following from the promise of 4:13) which led to Tg's 
translation also has led others to adopt positions similar to the 
Tg's, and that Tg's solution to the ambiguity has influenced those 
like Rashi, whose own influence spreads far beyond his original 
audience.
It is also important to examine those who do not follow 
the tradition of Tg. The most influential of these is Jerome, who, 
as was mentioned above, explains ’nAihi as concisio. Although 
he may have been aware of the tradition preserved in the Tg, he 
also had recourse to other rabbinic traditions and knowledge of 
Hebrew. The medieval Jewish commentator, Eliezer of Beaugency, who 
frequently questions targumic tradition (cf. p. 199 ), explains 
’ITAIin as ’HTpn . Pococke mentions that Grotius, Abravanel, 
and R. Tanchum are others who do not follow the tradition of the 
Tg, In the modern period the German commentators are nearly 
unanimous in following Wellhausen's lead by translating as
"cutting," Similarly, J. M. P. Smith, Vuilleumier, Mays, and 
Allen resist the targumic tradition. (Even though nearly all 
commentators since Wellhausen follow the MT, RSV and NEB follow 
the LXX).
We have raised objections to both the LXX and Tg; we must 
now state in a positive manner our understanding of the MT. We
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begin with T TTA , as evidently the LXX and Tg had. V, filia 
latronis, is the most literal translation of the versions. This 
is also the rendering of in Hos 6:9, Virorum latronum.
The LXX confuses daleth and resh, and renders it "daughters of 
an enclosure"; Tg omits the derogatory reference, and P defines 
the "troop" as "mighty." We mentioned that TTTA came to mean 
"troop" or "army" in later literature (especially in Chr and Job). 
However, in earlier literature it is used of marauders or robbers; 
e.g., 2 Kgs 6:23, "And the Syrians came no more on raids into the 
land of Israel"; and Hos 6:9, "As robbers lie in wait for a man." 
There are reasons for taking Mic 4:14 as early, perhaps even Mican. 
Foremost are the word-plays between ?"TTAihi and T T T A  and 03K/ and
(a literary feature in undisputedly Mican passages; e.g., Mic 
1:10-16). Furthermore, Mic 4:14 is most probably a word of 
judgment against Zion; cf. Mic 3:12, "Because of you, Zion shall 
be plowed as a field; Jerusalem shall become a heap of ruins (RSV)." 
Thus, just as in Hosea the priests are characterized as robbers 
(6:9), so also Micah characterizes those of Zion as robbers or 
marauders. The word-play is formed on the assonance between ’"nAiLl 
and TTTA , and, while there is military terminology in the verse 
(cf. Willis), the issue is not the siege but the shame and distress 
of their situation. The leaders of Jerusalem are marauders because 
they "flay the skin of my people'.' (3:3); prophesy peace for a bribe 
(3:5); "abhor justice" (3:9); and "build Zion with blood" (3:10). 
This behaviour calls forth their judgment ("a siege is laid against 
you") and humiliation ("with a rod they strike...the ruler of 
Israel"). Therefore Micah exhorts them to inflict cuts on them­
selves in mourning, a practice forbidden to the people of God 
(Deut 14:1). This also may reflect the state of worship in Jeru­
salem where pagan cultic practices were commonplace, or at least
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tolerated. Micah thus employs word-play and irony (cf. Mic 1:16, 
"Make yourselves bald and cut off your hair") in this oracle in 
order to show how far the people have strayed from being the 
people of God.
We have stated above that the prophecy is directed against 
Zion; we will now give the justification for this. The question 
of to whom the words are addressed is tied to the interpretation 
of TTrA III ’TTAnn and the larger issue of the structure
of chapters 4 and 5. This is easily illustrated by looking at 
the history of the interpretation of Mic 4:14a.
Most commentators throughout the history of interpretation 
addressed themselves in one way or another to the juxtaposition 
of the promise of 4:13 and the threat of 4:14. Theodore and 
Theodoret apply the words to the citizens of Jerusalem and make 
a distinction in the prophetic vision of each verse; 4:13 refers 
to a time of future glory whereas 4:14 is more closely connected 
to the time of Micah. This is also the approach of Jerome and the 
Latin commentators until the Reformation, with the exception of 
Nicholas de Lyra who ties the prophecy to the Roman invasion 
(probably for chronological consistency with a christological 
interpretation of the pericope as a whole). For Cyril and 
Theophylakt, whose text reads "Daughter of Ephraim," the words 
refer to Samaria in contrast to Jerusalem to whom the promises of 
4:13 are addressed. Isho'dad, dependent upon the Peshitta, comments 
that it is the daughters of Abraham, Moses, and David who raid those 
who raid them. Luther says, "I shall be daring and make this 
interpretation," that 4:14 continues from 4:13 and refers to the 
"Babylonians" who will be spiritually overthrown. In a similar 
fashion, Rosenmiiller says that the enemy (hostem) is being
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addressed; they are to band together to lay siege against Jerusa­
lem. In modern exegesis the similarities with 4;9f. and 4:11-13 
are noted, and the addressee is almost universally taken to be 
Jerusalem. Once this structure is accepted and the interpretation 
of 4:14a is understood to be a caustic reproach of their heathen 
practices, then the question of addressee follows naturally and the 
tensions which earlier commentators encountered are resolved on 
literary grounds and not by exegetical gymnastics. Each of the 
three oracles begins with a reproach of Jerusalem (Zion) and ends 
with a promise of her restoration and glory.
The sg. owis often emended to the pi. iflii/ . The German 
commentators since Nowack are nearly unanimous on this, as also 
the English-speaking scholars, Taylor, J. M. P. Smith, Schwantes, 
and Willis (cf. also BHK^,but not BHS). This emendation is 
supported by Tg, V, and P, who read the pi. in their translations, 
and the parallel term ID», The LXX, however, has the sg. Recent 
commentators have resisted this emendation; "This smacks of 
an easier and so inferior reading" (Allen; cf. also Mays and 
Rudolph, "die eine Belagerung über uns verhangt hat"). The Maso- 
retes made no systematic attempt to eliminate these anomalies from 
the text (cf. e.g., Mic 2:9; 6:4 and 5; 7:18 and 19). An appeal
to the versions should also be made with caution; the Tg and P 
are paraphrastic, as noted above, and although V is often literal 
to a fault (e.g., Mic 1:1), Jerome is not above making changes 
when the context suggests such changes are necessary (e.g., V has 
pi, pron. suffixes for the sg. of the MT at 2:9 and at 7:19 
proiiciet translates T>‘7E>in ). Furthermore, since the LXX 
agrees with the MT in this case, emendation on the basis of the 
other versions is less certain. The indefinite sg. "one has laid
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siege..." might be better rendered as passive (GKC §121); cf.
RSV, "Siege is laid against us." On the basis of generative 
grammar this would then be an appropriate or acceptable form to 
parallel the pi. ID» .
Again the question of the addressee is raised. The histor­
ical situation is tied to the critical issue of dating the oracle 
and also the nature of prophecy itself. Some commentators have 
resisted tying this to a particular historical situation. Calvin, 
Isho'dad, Ibn Ezra, and Rosenmiiller mention only that an "enemy" 
has laid the siege. Kimchi mentions "Gog and Magog," which is 
probably a reference to Assyria (and not an eschatological setting) 
since he begins his comment on 4:14 by saying that it refers to 
the prophet's time ("now"). Allegorically, Jerome says that this 
is Satan's (his interpretation of "Assyria" throughout the peri­
cope) attack against the Saints; Rupert of Deutz views this as 
the Jews' persecution of God's "prophets, wise men, and scribes" 
(Matt 23:34) and of Christ ("the judge of Israel") or the Trinity 
(Haimo). Several options have been proposed for a specifically 
historical situation. Some see this as the Roman destruction of 
Jerusalem (Lyra, Ribera, Pusey); others, the conquest by Babylon 
(Theophylakt, Calmet, Keil, and Mays; cf. 2 Kgs 24 and 25); or 
finally, the siege by Sennacherib (Theodore, Rashi, Eliezer,
Lapide, J. M. P. Smith, Allen, et a l .). Mays connects this with 
the Babylonian conquest because the language and style is similar 
to Jeremiah and the word "siege" ( nyjj ) is used of Nebuchad­
nezzar's sieges of Jerusalem (cf. Jer 52:5; 2 Kgs 24:10; Ezek 4:3)
In an interesting note Rudolph connects this with 2 Kgs 18:17ff. 
and 19:8, and sees Isaiah as Micah's opponent here (cf. Isa 37:22- 
32). Rudolph argues that Isaiah prophesied Jerusalem's deliverance
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from Sennacherib's siege because of Hezekiah's prayer to Yahweh 
(Isa 37), while Micah counters this optimism with the word of 
judgment in 4:14.
Thus the dating of the prophecy is important if one argues 
for a specific historical situation. In the present context, the 
oracle resists being tied to any one historical setting; the 
focus is on the distress which precedes God's working in a new 
way through the ideal ruler, who is to come and deliver Israel 
(5:1, 3, and 5). The historical particularity of the verse has 
been erased, though the historical occasion which prompted it 
(if early, Sennacherib's siege; if late, Nebuchadnezzar's) may 
still be discerned, as also its appropriation in view of later 
events (Nebuchadnezzar [?] or even the Roman destruction).
Rudolph is probably.correct when he says that Micah's 
solidarity with the people ( ij»'7y , "upon us") goes beyond mere 
sentiment, as he himself experiences the siege also. 13»*7y
supports an early dating of this prophecy, as also with the use
of paranomasia and irony. In decidedly Mican passages the prophet 
includes himself in the suffering of the people: "For this I will
lament and wail; I will go stripped and naked..."(1:8).
It has been recognized since the early commentators that 
to "strike" refers to shame and dishonour. Jerome's attempt to 
connect this with the incident when Jesus was struck by one of the 
officers who arrested him (John 18:22; Matt 26:67) enjoyed wide 
popularity in the Western Church until the Reformation (Rupert of 
Deutz went one step further than Jerome and tied this to the whole 
passion of Christ). Even in Roman Catholic circles this line of 
exegesis was abandoned by the time of the Reformation (cf. Lyra,
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Ribera, Calmet). Several passages illustrate this treatment as a 
contumelious action; e.g., 1 Kgs 22:24, "Then Zedekiah the son of 
Chenaanah came near and struck Micaiah on the cheek"; or Job 16:10, 
"Men have gaped at me with their mouth, they have struck me insol­
ently on the cheek': and even into NT times, as in Matt 27:30,
"And they spat upon him, and took a reed and struck him on the 
head." Many commentators do not take the reference in Micah to mean 
an actual physical act; e.g., Theodore says that they will "all 
but strike you (KOC MÔVOV OÙK )" and Ibn Ezra says that they will 
do it "in their thoughts."
Again, while most commentators have agreed that this is a 
sign of great humiliation, they differ widely on the application 
of the words. Cyril, Isho'dad, Kimchi, and Theophylakt see in 
these words a general reference to the diaspora (Cyril applies 
this to the Northern kingdom following the reading "Daughter of 
Ephraim"). In a rather novel interpretation, Eliezer interprets 
13» as a pi. of majesty, which refers to God. He says that God 
will strike Sennacherib and cause him to return to his land in 
humiliation; 2 Chr 32:21, "So he returned with shame of face to 
his own land." This interpretation, however, rests on the dubious 
assumption that the author wanted to make a distinction between 
the pi.13» and the sg.,DW (the sg.DW Eliezer argues, refers to 
Sennacherib's invasion of Palestine). Those who attempt to find 
a historical reference in these words cite the humiliation of 
Hezekiah by Sennacherib (Theodore, J. M, P. Smith, Allen, Rudolph, 
et a l .; cf. 2 Kgs 18:13ff.), or the sieges by Nebuchadnezzar 
(Calmet, Mays, et a l .; cf. 2 Kgs 24-25). Nicholas de Lyra cites 
Josephus and connects this with the Roman destruction of Jerusalem
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(cf. also Rosenmiiller who cites all these as examples).
The dating and question of authenticity of the verse will 
largely determine which period of Judah's history is reflected in 
the passage. Allen calls attention to those passages in Isaiah 
where the Assyrian invasion is described as "striking with a rod." 
For example, Isa 10:24, "Therefore thus says the Lord, the Lord of 
Hosts, *0 my people, who dwell in Zion, be not afraid of the 
Assyrians when they smite you with a rod and lift up their staff 
against you as the Egyptians did'" (cf. also Isa 14:29; 30:31).
If Mic 4:14 is taken to be authentic Mican material, then these 
passages in Isaiah would be strong parallels.
The historical situation of the verse has been obscured, 
but what is clear is the word-play and irony intended. As with 
»T"TAOn and IITA HI assonance is the basis of the word-play 
between 173^ and DDiKf Beyond the word-play is the irony; the 
role of the ideal ruler is to judge ( P3I2) ) equitably; "He shall 
not judge by what his eyes see, or decide by what his ears hear; 
but with righteousness he shall judge the poor, and decide with 
equity for the meek of the earth; and he shall smite ( H D m  ) the 
earth with the rod (ODIüa ) of his mouth, and with the breath of 
his lips he shall slay the wicked" (Isa 11:3-4). In a Royal 
Psalm we also find, "You shall break them with a rod (133.^ 3 ) of 
iron" (Ps 2:9). Allen concludes from these passages that the 
prophet's hearers, familiar with this language from Coronation 
hymns, would not miss the irony of the situation; "The venerable 
judge has become but a whipping boy." The contrast is further 
brought out in the following verses which describe the promised 
ruler who is to "stand and shepherd in the strength of the Lord" 
(5:3)
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jjgy is variously handled by the versions. V is character­
istically literal, judicis. The LXX mistook uaw for lâç (pÛAaç;
perhaps influenced by yay or thinking that "judge" was anachron­
istic. The Tg has the pl., like the LXX, but follows the MT by 
reading "judges," 7j?7 . P freely renders it as "shepherd," 
perhaps influenced by the diverse way the word was handled by the 
LXX and the targumic tradition. Sym, Theod, and Syh follow the MT. 
Schwantes argues for emending the text to the pi. with Tg; either 
the yodh dropped out by haplography or, on the basis of the Lachish 
Ostraca, the omission of two identical consonants in adjacent 
positions. More recent commentators follow the MT (cf. Allen, Mays, 
Rudolph, et al.).
The Western Church since Jerome often identified the "judge 
of Israel" with Christ (this follows from a general christological 
interpretation of the whole verse). Even in Jewish exegesis the 
Messiah is sometimes viewed here; cf. Ibn Ezra who identifies 
the judge with the Messiah or Zerubbabel. Other commentators see 
a general reference to the leaders of Israel (Lyra, Calvin, Ribera, 
Pusey, and Keil). Rashi quotes Isa 50:6, "I gave my back to the 
smiters, and my cheeks to those who pulled out the beards; I hid 
my face from shame and spitting;" and says that this refers to 
the prophets and judges of Israel. Most modern commentators see 
this as a reference to a king, either generally or to a particular 
king (Hezekiah or Zedekiah). Amos 2:3 is commonly appealed to;
"I will cut off the ruler ( 13D1E/) from its midst, and I will slay 
all its princes with him." Keil argues that it need not be restric­
ted to a king and Pusey, who connects the prophecy with the Roman 
period, says that it cannot refer to a king, aA., the Jews themselves 
said, "We have no king but Caesar" (John 19:15). Pusey's position
149
is tied to his view of prophecy and is untenable to most contempo­
rary scholars. While Ü3Ü need not be restricted to "king," as 
Keil argues, it seems likely that here, as in Amos 2:3, this is 
the meaning it carries. At 7:3 is used in connection with
"prince" ( iwn) and "the great man" ( ^TTAil). In the book of 
Micah,“1*713 is used only of Yahweh (2:13; 4:7); not even Yahweh*s
chosen representative is called "king" (5:1; see below). 
Throughout the book the "heads of the house of Jacob" and the
"rulers of the house of Israel" are rebuked for their inequitable
practices, yet the king, designated as l'7J3 , is not mentioned 
among the leaders. Thus V 9 V as referring to the king is probably 
intentionally employed, not only for the word-play with 33^ , but 
also to avoid using which is reserved for Yahweh alone.
Micah 5: 1
n À m ;  D n ^ n ’? ‘ 
D i p r p k s i b ' i
*Kai oé, dbeoç rov E(pQaûa, àXtyoardç eî rov ehcu h  LXX
XfXiàat.v lovàa' èx aov fwi iSeXe^aerou. rov elvcu elç Ô Q X o n a  èv Ty
loQttfjX, xcd al i^oôoi aôrov àrC àçxVS ij/wsgow alwvoç.
.K'iv'iarC'txjjA jiuK' (i V) p
^  cnna.^0 .l.-iaaart' Ix . c^ Tocm.n TC\,Ar. jaoA i .rAo trun
HTin' k^ V ks niqSnx'? Kn'ïfi "î'Iïtd r.iDx on*? n"5 nxî i 
’T'ôx ni bxitn br p b w  t Ss •>în»*? xn-wS piD^  "sip *^ 3â
2 Et tu, Bethleh«n Ephrata,Parvulus es in millibus luda;Ex te tnihi egredietur qui sit dominator in Israel,Et epessus eius ab initio,A dtebus aelemitatis.
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The LXX, the only version to depart from the MT, inserts 
"house" between Bethlehem and Ephrathah. Several scholars since 
Wellhausen have argued that even though "Bethlehem" is a correct 
gloss on Ephrathah, the original text read "house of Ephrathah"
(G. a . Smith, Nowack, J, M. P. Smith, Sellin, et al.). More recent 
scholarship has retained the MT and counted the LXX as the infer­
ior reading; "[ oCkoç ] ist ein sinnfbrdernder Zusatz" (Rudolph; 
cf. also Schwantes, Mays, Allen, et al.).
How the LXX treats the place-names in the book of Micah is 
germane to the discussion of Mic 5:1 (cf. pp. 34ff.). In Mic 1:1 
the LXX incorrectly identifies as a patronymic reference
(perhaps on the analogy of Jonah 1:1 and other introductory 
formulas) and not as Micah's hometown. Throughout the book it is 
only the more familiar place-names, such as Lachish (1:13), and 
not the less familiar (cf. Shittim, 6:5) that are recognized.
Also, perhaps germane is the genealogy of the Patriarchs in Chron­
icles. 1 Chr 4:4 in the LXX reads, TOO npüTOTÔKOU ’E(ppa06 naxpôç 
; "The first-born of Ephrathah, the father of Bethlehem" (MT 
nnb J»3 »3N nnlOX n o i  ). Now, while the translator of the 
LXX of Micah shows little familiarity with the translation of the 
LXX elsewhere (cf. p. 16), he may well be familiar with the patri­
archal traditions preserved in Chronicles. By inserting "house" 
before Ephrathah the translator is attempting to clarify the 
reference; like 1:1, he does not see this as a reference to a 
place as much as a reference to clans (cf. xâç (puAâç for ODü> 
in the immediately preceding line!). Thus o IkOÇ clarifies the 
personification, "And you, Bethlehem, of the house of Ephrathah 
...." XlA lÔÇ is the usual translation of the root through­
out the LXX, but may refer to the military subdivision of a
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place-name, the verses have in common the promise of a new rule 
(bWlO and based on ancient traditions ( üTpn and nawXTH ).
There is also the sharp contrast with the previous verse; the 
mourning of the "daughter of marauders" over the plight of her 
"judge" in 4:14 with the exultation of lowly Bethlehem over the 
birth of the new ruler.
The juxtaposition of Bethlehem and Ephrathah has occasioned 
a number of explanations. Cyril appears to be the first to sug­
gest that "Bethlehem" refers to a small town while "Ephrathah" 
refers to a district (cf. Theophylakt, J. M. P. Smith, Marti, 
et al.). Several commentators suggest that Ephrathah is used 
to distinguish this Bethlehem from the one in Northern Israel; 
cf. Josh 19:15, "And Kattah, Nahalal, Shimron, Idalah, and 
Bethlehem [are the inheritance of Zebulun]" (cf. Kimchi, Calvin, 
Rudolph, et al.). Others have objected to this; Keil says that 
they are connected "to give greater soiemity to the address."
Pusey says that it is a poetic use, drawing upon patriarchal 
themes, Rashi draws attention to the Davidic motif implied in 
their use; Bethlehem was Jesse's home (1 Sam 17:58). The identi­
fication of these place-names with David does appear to be clear; 
cf. 1 Sam 16:1, "I will send you to Jesse the Bethlehemite, for 
I have provided for myself [ »"7 ; cf. the following stichos] a 
king among his sons" (cf. 1 Sam 17:12; cf. also Gen 35:18; 48:7;
Ruth 1:2, etc.). Mays suggests that Bethlehem and Ephrathah were 




tribe and therefore may signify a clan (cf. e.g., 1 Sam 10:19).
The connection between 5:1 and 4:8, "And you, 0 tower of I
Che flock...," has been noted at least since the time of Eliezer Ï
■1(cf. also Wellhausen). Besides njN and the personification of the I
. . . ■> in . r- ' i . ^ j' j . -a .ni, • •  ^V ' ' C 41u£*'• l.jit '-S
which tradition continued to equate. The meaning that emerges then 
is this: the new ruler will have his roots in the place and family
of David, and, perhaps more importantly, it even reaches back into 
patriarchal history.
Mays argues that this emphasis on David's place of origin 
"explicitly ignores the Davidic succession and revises the terms 
of Nathan's founding oracle (2 Sam 7:4-17)." Mays may be right in 
what he affirms but is probably wrong in what he denies. The Mican 
oracle does not deny a successor to David's throne; compare »*? IDO 
XX», with 2 Sam 7:12, ")»ynî3 XX» TÜX . Furthermore, the Mican oracle 
picks up on a significant part of Nathan's prophecy; "When he 
commits iniquity, I will chasten him with the rod of men [cf.
Mic 4:14!] with the stripes of the sons of men" (2 Sam 7:14).
From the point of view of the book of Micah, the character of the 
Royal dynasty has so deteriorated that along with chastening, God 
will reach back to the origins of David's family to bring a new 
ruler to fulfil the promise to David. Allen argues that there is 
nothing in the passage that suggests a break with Jerusalem. By 
the same token, there is nothing to suggest a continuity either.
The Mican oracle does suggest a new work by God, but not ex nihilo; 
it is founded on the promise to David. It is also an affirmation 
that God can once again work through humble origins and is not 
dependent upon the Royal household.
The words ill’Mb l»yx have occasioned much discussion 
and speculation. Many have followed Hitzig by "restoring" the 
definite article to T»yx which is thought to have dropped out 
through haplography withnmsx (cf. Taylor, Wellhausen, G. A. Smith, 
J. M. P. Smith, Marti, et al.). Commentators are also nearly unani­
mous in omitting j'lT»n'7 ; Schwantes argues that it is superfluous,
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disturbs the 3:3 metre, and can be read as a "vertical dittography" 
from the following line. J. M. P. Smith says that it is merely 
"poor Hebrew."
The diverse treatment by the versions points to the MT, but 
also suggests the difficulty they had with it. P has a definite 
article with "small," but also adds "you" at the beginning of the 
clause and employs a finite verb for the infinitive; "you are 
little among the thousands (»obX2 ) of Judah." The Tg is also 
somewhat paraphrastic by inserting the particle D before "small" 
(in order to make more explicit the implied contrast) and adding 
nxORANb , "to be numbered," after a corresponding infinitive to 
I\1»nb. The LXX supports reading the infinitive, TOO Eivat , but 
also adds the 2nd sg. form of "to be" (cf. P). V likewise has 
the 2nd sg., es, but this is in place of the infinitive. In all 
these T»yx appears to be the predicate; "you are small...."
The translations of the LXX and Tg imply that a comparison 
is being made. The use of- oALYOOTÔÇ with the infinitive means 
"too few," and the clause can be read as a question, "Are you 
too few...?" since an interrogative pronoun or adverb is not 
necessary to introduce direct questions in Greek. The kaf of the 
Tg qualifies 1»yx ; "whereas (you are) small...," or "as (though) 
you are small...." In biblical Hebrew the comparative or superla­
tive can be expressed by an adjective with a definite article 
(GKC §133f, g), so Hitzig's emendation to l»yxn may be appropri­
ate. However, it is not necessary to delete the final H on 
"Ephrathah"; the termination -athah is often found in poetry with 
feminines, and the -ah termination is found in other place-names 
(cf. Deut 10:7, îTTAlA ; GKC §90g, h ) . Rudolph may be correct to 
view l»yxn as an attributive here and not a predicate, as in the
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versions. We should also note that "Bethlehem Ephrathah," being 
placed before the verb, is emphatic (GKC §142g).
In other passages, "Ephrathah" is written both with the 
feminine or -locale ending (e.g., Gen 35:19), or without it 
(e.g., Gen 48:7). The place-names are closely associated in the 
patriarchal genealogies; (1 Chr 2:19; 2:24; 2:50; and 4:4), the
patriarchal narratives (Gen 35:19; 48:7), and especially with the
family of David (Ruth 4:11; 1 Sam 16:1, 18; 17:12).
The history of interpretation illustrates even more emphati­
cally the problem of explaining these words. In medieval Jewish 
interpretation, Rashi attributes Bethlehem's lack of renown to 
its tainted association with Ruth the Moabitess. Eliezer says 
that the "ruler" will be small and lowly in the land of his enemies. 
Both Kimchi and Ibn Ezra explain T»yx in relation to the size of 
the town.
The quotation of this passage in Matt 2:6 causes the most 
problems for Christian commentators where T»yx is rendered by 
OÙSayÛÇ èAaxCoxn» "you are not the least." Several commenta­
tors argue that Micah's text has an implied "although" (cf. Tg); 
"(Although) you are the least...(nevertheless) one will come 
forth...," Theodore, whose lemma reads |jf) ÔAlYOaxÔÇ says 
that even though ( KQV) Bethlehem looks scanty (stiapCOriTOl ) to 
the hostile nations, it is important and powerful in the eyes of 
God (cf. Theodoret, Jerome, et al. who similarly contrast Bethle­
hem in the prophet's eyes and Bethlehem from God's perspective). 
Others seek to interpret the line interrogatively, "Art thou the 
smallest..." (cf. LXX; also see Lapide's discussion). Jerome 
says that some take Matthew to be in error or that he had a lapse 
of memory; this is vehemently denounced by most Christian 
commentators.
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Mention should be made of Pococke's proposal (cf. Calmet) 
who builds upon the arguments of R. Tanchum (cf. Abu Walid). He 
argues that 1»yx has two significations ("as many other words have 
both in Hebrew and other languages, and in contrary senses"); 
viz. "little" and "great" or "of great note and esteem," and that 
in Mic 5:1 this second signification is intended. Thus when Matt 
says that Bethlehem is "not the least" this is tantamount to saying 
that it is great. This is an interesting suggestion and, as Pococke 
observes, even more interesting because it stems from Jewish exege­
sis. However, neither BDB nor Jastrow cite instances where 77yy 
( 77yT ) can mean "great" or "of great esteem." Pococke calls 
attention especially to Zech 13:7 in the LXX and P. Several mss. of 
of the LXX read XOÙÇ ÏÏOLMévOÇ foi’D ’T’Xn (W, Syh"'®); others 
read ptKpOÙÇ (B, S); and still others XOÙÇ PLKPOÙÇ nOLUévOQ
(L"' Th., Tht.). P reads' x»Vy "pastor," "bishop," which would 
suggest dependence on the LXX, t o ÙÇ rtotuévoç. Are the LXX and P 
faithful to their Vorlage,- or are they translating ad sensum? Has 
the shepherd imagery throughout the verse influenced the rendering 
of Q77yyn ? At Mic 4:6 the LXX avoids the offensive ’iiyTn IPNl 
by employing KOC oOt ànuoâliSV, "those I have driven away" (this 
is not followed by P). Perhaps at Zech 13:7 the LXX is also 
avoiding the suggestion that Yahweh would smite the lowly and 
humble together with the leaders. At any rate, there is nothing 
to suggest that the LXX has correctly rendered 07iyyn and the 
subsequent history of the LXX testifies to this uncertainty, since
there is such a mixed textual tradition concerning the word.
Zech 13:7 can either mean that the humble ones will suffer the same 
affliction as the rest of the flock, or that the Lord's hand
"against" them may be one of protection. In either casel?yx does
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not mean "those of great renown." Finally, with respect to 
Mic 5:1 and Matt 2:6, even if T»yx meant "great" at Mic 5:1
this is not the same as saying "is not the least" as Matt has it
(cf. Pusey). It thus appears that the discrepancy between the 
Mican text and Matt's quotation is best explained in another 
manner (cf. pp. 53ff),
It is not easy to disentangle the many possibilities. We 
offer the following as one possible explanation. First, our study 
of Matt 2:6 indicated that Matt has neither a different Vorlage 
than the MT, nor has he had a lapse of memory. Rather, Matt 
makes an ad hoc interpretation, drawing upon existing exegesis
( T»yTD of the Tg) in order to make a christological point;
Bethlehem is not the insignificant town it is made to be by virtue
of the fact that the Messiah has been born there. Furthermore,
Mic 5:1 implies a contrast, as early translations and commentators 
recognized. Hence "l»yx should be read as an attributive 
adjective (cf. Rudolph); -"But you, 0 Bethlehem Ephrathah, who are 
little..." (RSV), which may have the force of a comparative (cf. 
GKC §133f, g). It is not necessary to omit or emend jU’ilV.
The versions testify to some form of being present. dl’Hll
may be more appropriate grammatically to express the comparative, 
yet we must not overlook the ambiguity and interchangeability in 
the use of the prefixed prepositions in biblical Hebrew. rd’D*? 
may have been employed through attraction with »n"7 in the 
following stichos. Furthermore, if we "restore" b e f o r e  3 ’VX 
we have the comparative expressed by this construction rather 
than the infinitive with the preposition. (Also, the H may
account for Tg's D , and the possibility of the LXX being read
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12as a question, as well as P's N»liyT ). The infinitive then
would express the attendant circumstances of the situation; "and
you, Bethlehem Ephrathah, who are too small in respect of the 
13clans of Judah." in^n*? may well be "inelegant," but one 
need not resort to emendation or omission.
The versions are unanimous in translating »gVN3 literally 
by "thousands;" the LXX reads 8V XfALÔOLV ; V, in milibus;
Tg, X»d '7X3 ; and P,Xd ‘7X3 . What this refers to, however, is
variously answered. The NT seems to have read »9(l)Vxi, 
"leaders," HYGWÔGLV (but cf. pp. S S f • ). This is followed by 
Nicholas de Lyra, Calmet, and Pococke, who adds that a "prince" 
stands for the whole family. Theophylakt, Rashi, and Keil are 
among those who say that it refers to the families or clans, 
and thus is a personification. Others argue that it refers to 
the number of people (Rosenmiiller) or to cities (Kimchi). Rudolph 
interprets as gauen, "districts" (he cites 1 Sam 23:23),
and further argues that itr is characteristic of God's dealings 
with his people to use small means to accomplish great ends. Mays 
follows a similar line by saying that through this procedure God 
selects an individual to lead Israel, "a procedure which was 
replaced by the election of the Davidic succession as bearer of 
kingship." Rudolph and Mays cite Gideon's protest concerning his 
weak clan and its small size (Judg 6:15). Also cited is Saul's 
statement concerning his clan (1 Sam 9:21) and David's selection 
as king; "And Samuel said to Jesse, 'Are all your sons here?'
And he said, 'There remains yet the youngest....' And the Lord 
said, 'Arise, anoint him; for this is he.'" Mays concludes,
"The motif emphasizes the marvel of God's intervention, who brings 
forth a man to save his people from the most unlikely and unexpec­
ted quarter."
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In sum, "Bethlehem Ephrathah" is probably an archaic, poetic 
reference to Bethlehem which recalls the patriarchal traditions 
concerning the families (clans) in the region. The reference to 
Judah makes it superfluous to say that Ephrathah is used to 
distinguish one Bethlehem from another. In the light of this,?g^%2 
is a reference to the divisions of the clans. The theology 
reflected in this is anti-Jerusalemite (cf. the contrast between 
4:14 and 5:1; Zion and Bethlehem). There is also an implied 
stance over against monarchical succession. The objection by the 
prophet may be directed more against the deterioration of the 
monarchy rather than explicitly against Davidic succession, since 
there are also strong Davidic motifs throughout the pericope and 
even in the first stichos of this verse (Bethlehem and ).
The argument of the prophet is that God will once again work 
through unexpected, albeit characteristic, means; he will choose 
a successor, but he will be of humble origins (as was David), not 
of the Royal city.
Despite almost unanimous support from the versions (P being
the exception^^), commentators have felt the need to emend
15of the MT. Schwantes, following Fitzmyer, treats the lamedh 
as an emphatic particle akin to Akkadian and Arabic and 
affixes it to the imperfect XX» . He argues that the additional 
yodh arose through dittography. The evidence that Fitzmyer 
adduces for this in biblical Hebrew is scanty indeed (Hab 3:7, 
sic?). However, the dativus ethicus is a common use of the 
dative (GKC §119s),^^ and since the versions support this reading, 
emendation is not necessary. Of greater possibility is Mays' 
suggestion that »*7 was originally an abbreviation for m n » ‘7 
This fits well with the rest of the oracle, which refers to
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Yahweh in the 3rd person. Again, however, the versions do not 
support this. Lapide and Rosenmiiller argue that "to me" refers 
to the prophet (Rosenmiiller adds "and the people" on the analogy 
of "upon us" in 4:14). Most commentators view Yahweh as the 
speaker (Calvin), or at least that it refers to Yahweh (Marti,
Keil, et al..); that is, the ruler comes in accordance with the 
Lord's will and as a result of his plans (cf. J. M. P. Smith).
Mays’ emendation would clear up some of the ambiguity; however, 
very early in the transmission of the text this abbreviation (if 
in fact it is) was not recognized and elsewhere in the book there 
are similar anomalies such as this shift in persons (e.g., 4:14;
6 :4 and 5 ; 7:18).
"From you" is almost universally applied to Bethlehem, 
the most natural antecedent. Ibn Ezra, however, says that this 
refers to "David and the first kingdom." The indefinite subject 
of XX» gains his identity through what follows. ill»n"7 intro­
duces the predicate, VwiD ; cf. Nowack who cites Hos 2:11 as an 
example of the infinitive introducing the object of the verb, 
n m i y  ax mPD*? (cf. also gkc §ii4f).
Implied in the comments of both Jewish and Christian exege­
sis is that XX» means birth or descent. Rosenmiiller calls 
attention to Gen 17:6, "And kings shall come forth from you."
Several things suggest that descent is intended here even though 
it is not used with 11» or On» . First, the personification of 
Bethlehem in the first stichos lends itself to the interpretation 
of X X» 1Î3Ï3 as birth, cf. Isa 39:7, "And some of your sons,
who are born to you ( i n n  1 X X » )." If Bethlehem were not personified 
the sense may be as in Mic 4:2, "For out of Zion shall go forth the 
law." Second,1»nxxin echoes this end and, although ambiguous,
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also has connotations of descent or origin (BDB). The versions 
shed very little light on T»iiXXin ; P is a literal translation 
(though it employs the sg. rather than the pi.),npsm , "his 
egress." V likewise has the sg., et egressus eius; whereas the 
LXX has the pl., q C £^o 5o L OÙTOU . The Tg, however, attempts 
to explain this term by saying, "Whose name was proclaimed from 
the beginning.,.." The fern. pi. form is used elsewhere in the OT 
only at 2 Kgs 10:27 (clearly with a different intention). In 
Micah it gains its significance from the following words, DTpD 
Dbiy »n»n (see below). Finally, in connection with ni*?!» in 
5:2 the idea of birth is reinforced. Thus the three terms XX» , 
l»j'lXXin, and m*71» reinforce the birth imagery of each other 
(cf. also that in Matt 2:6 the "birth" [2:4] of the Messiah was 
predicted by Micah).
The term ÏW10 is rendered literally by the versions:
V, dominator; P, XU»^P ; LXX, âpxOVTQ (cf. Matt 2:6 where 
it is rendered by ) ; and finally the Tg,lu5lW T»iy,
which also supplies xn»Ph as the subject of "he will go forth." 
The passage is almost universally interpreted messianically by 
both Christians and Jews, even though they argue over who the 
Messiah is; Nichoals de Lyra even chastises those Christian 
interpreters who "Judaize more than the Jews" by applying this 
to Hezekiah.
*7^ 113 appears to be used deliberately. First, it draws 
attention to 4:8, njwnn 13*7131313 , where Jerusalem is promised
restoration to its former glory, and calls to mind Davidic 
promises. In 5:1 the reference to Bethlehem and the following 
line, "from of old, from ancient days," combine with *713113 to echo 
and carry forward the oracle of 4:8f. Perhaps more importantly,
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“ibn is avoided to reserve this language for Yahweh (cf. Mays, 
Allen). In the book of Micah "jbn is used of Yahweh in 2:13 and 
4:7. In 4:9 the question is asked, "Is there no king in you?"
Might we also see a reference to Yahweh here? The irony with 3:11 
where the people say, "Is not the Lord in our midst? No evil shall 
come upon us" is strong (cf. also Jer 8:19). The use of "counsel­
lor" in the following stichos of 4:9 seems to militate against 
this (cf. Mays); YVl» is not used elsewhere in the OT for Yahweh. 
This does not, of course, preclude the possibility that it is used 
here of the Lord; cf. 4:12, "But they do not know the thoughts of 
the Lord, they do not understand his plan (liixy )." Alternatively, 
"Yahweh" and "Counsellor" may not be in "synonymous" parallelism; 
"Is there no king (Yahweh) in you? Moreover, has your counsellor 
(the reigning monarch) perished?" At any rate, in 5:1 the use 
of bWlO indicates the subordinate role the promised ruler plays 
(cf. 5:3) to Yahweh who reigns over them in Zion (cf. 4:7).
We have indicated that vnx x i n  should be understood as 
origin or descent and interpreted in the light of XX» and m b l » .
It must also be seen in the light of Obiy »h»0 DTpM . Since 
Jerome, Christian interpreters have looked to John 1:1 as a 
parallel and interpreted these words as a reference to the pre­
existence of Christ. Rupert of Deutz argues that 5:1 teaches both 
the human birth of Christ at Bethlehem ( XX» ) and his spiritual 
descent from the Father in eternity ( 1 » # X X 1 D  ). Calvin, though 
accepting the doctrine of Christ's pre-existence, rejects this 
interpretation of 5:1 as forced. Cyril relates these words to 
Christ's unique relationship to the Father (John 14:6). Theodore, 
followed by Isho'dad, departs from these christological interpre­
tations by relating the words to the promises made to David and
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Abraham. Medieval Jewish commentators are also diverse in their 
interpretations. Rashi and Kara rely on the Tg ("whose name was 
revealed from long ago"); Rashi cites Ps 72:17 where?!]» , the 
synbolization of the Messiah's name in rabbinic though, occurs.
Ibn Ezra, in a more philosophical vein, talks of the priority of 
the existence of the Messiah over against time since time was 
created after "eternity." Kimchi and Eliezer take the view that 
antiquity, not eternity, is meant here, and that the messianic 
descent from David's lineage is to be understood. This is the 
view that has prevailed since the Reformation, though Ribera, 
Calmet, Pococke, and Pusey follow the older view of Jerome.
Much ink has been spilled over the significance of 
□biy »0»0 . Pococke insists that the "plain meaning" of these 
words refers to eternity; .he says they "sometimes signify, the 
first, 'time long since,' and the latter, 'long duration of time,' 
whether past or to come; so they also signify 'eternity,' of 
'days and time.'" He quo be s Prov 8:22 and 23, "The Lord created 
me at the beginning of his work, the first of his acts of old 
(tXH. , .D’Tp) ; ages ago (nbiyO ) I was set up, at the first, 
before the beginning of the earth (ynx » m p O  ) . " He concludes 
that if these words mean "eternity" when used alone, how much more 
do they signify eternity when they are used together. However,
J. Barr's study of obiy and other words of time, based on 
modern philological principles, leads him to conclude that "The 
word 'olam refers to the remotest time, or means 'perpetuity'"
(p. 123). He further makes note of the difficulty in arguing that 
Obiy signifies eternity in Biblical Hebrew; "There are few, or 
perhaps no, examples of a sense 'eternity' in a free syntactical 
context such as 'eternity is like so and so' or 'I am thinking
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about eternity'" (p. 124). By the time of the Tg "eternity" may 
be the accepted interpretation of this and similar passages; 
however, in Biblical Hebrew there appears to be no unambiguous 
example of this.
If we look at these words in the light of the entire verse 
and modern philological studies, the idea of remote time makes 
good sense. That is, the patriarchal traditions have been alluded 
to in the use of "Bethlehem Ephrathah" and "clans" ( ?gbX3 ), and 
thus "whose origin is from of old..." reinforces the antiquity 
of his lineage through the house of David. It implies both 
continuity with the past, and discontinuity with Royal succession 
(cf. Isa 11:1). In speaking of both Isa 11:1 and Mic 5:1 Gerhard 
von Rad remarks, "The reference to the father of David makes it 
probable that Isaiah is not thinking simply of any future annointed 
one seated on the throne of David, but of a new David, at whose
advent Yahweh will restore the glory of the original Davidic
1 9 .  .empire." Mention should also be made of Mic 7:20 where promises
to the patriarchs, Abraham and Jacob, are said to be from "the 
days of old" ( m p  »n»n ).
Micah 5:2
I ' #  - i m
•ètà xoiho LXX
ôtoaei <wT(^ç i<ûç x c u q o v riMToéor)ç Té$ecm, xal of ènOomot rear 
àôsXipœv a&râhf èsturxQhpovaiv ini xoùç vloùç loQoajX.
yAxi (g) P
A. » t l s  ^ cu A ^  »C73CU*<S^ A
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pn'nx xni-'b* pSS 2 Tg
:bxnc-3D.Dh^b5pD»no’
3 Propter hoc dabit eos usque ad tempus yin quo parturiens pariet;
Et reliquiae fratrum eius convertentur ad filios Israel.
This verse comes as a parenthetic statement between the 
promise of the ruler in 5:1 and a description of his rule in 5:3. 
"Therefore," 13b, in prophetic literature usually introduces a 
divine declaration of the consequences which follow from egre­
gious behaviour; e.g., Amos 4:12, "Therefore, thus I will do to 
you, 0 Israel; because I will do this to you, prepare to meet 
your God, 0 Israel!" This meaning is inappropriate here.
Schwantes opts for emendation by omitting pb; Mays suggests 
that it is an explanation of the delay of the promised ruler;
Allen argues that it marks a transition from divine promise to 
prophetic application (he cites the change from Yahweh speaking 
in 5:1 to the prophet speaking in 5:2).
The versions indicate that they also felt a tension 
between the following words and the preceding. The LXX and V 
are literal. The Tg translates the active. DJjP by the passive 
or reflexive l’TPhïl» , "They will be handed over." This may 
be merely stylistic, but it may also indicate a reluctance to 
attribute the abandonment of the people by the promised Messiah 
(if he is understood as the subject of "he will give them over") 
or Yahweh. In a similar fashion, P translates p b  by "now"
(b»30 ), the same word he uses in 4:14 for Hiiyi . This probably 
reflects the difficulty the translator had with rendering IPb.
The "delivering over" is not a consequence of some action, but a 
more explicitly temporal reference; "Now he will deliver them 
over until the time...." The Arabic translation (which otherwise 
follows the LXX) translates D ]H» by the 2nd. fem. sg., making
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Bethlehem Ephrathah, or the travailling woman, the subject.
In the history of exegesis St. Cyril resolves the diffi­
culty by arguing that the prophet turns his thoughts to the present 
situation, from the preceding words of future promise, to reflect 
on the immutability of God to carry out both his threats and 
promises. Calvin comments on the juxtaposition of weal and woe 
and says that "he wished then here to prepare the minds of the 
godly to bear evils." Nowack says that "therefore" refers to 5 :1, 
but that it hardly follows from it.
Another solution, mentioned by Jerome and Ibn Ezra and 
argued for by Eliezer, is thatOJiP does not signify "handing 
over" but refers to allowing the people to go into exile (under 
divine care) until the time of deliverance. Eliezer says 
I’lW yiNl m ‘7A2 1J3V n?]?l"he will put, that is, set his people 
at rest in the exile,' in the land of his captors."
1Ï13 does carry the sense of "permit" in some contexts; 
e.g., Gen 20:6, "Therefore I did not let you touch her." It may 
also have the sense of "commit" or "entrust," as in 2 Sam 10:10, 
"The rest of the men he put in the charge of Abishai his brother." 
And Gen 30:35, "But that day Laban removed the he-goats that were 
striped and spotted... and put them in charge of his sons," If 
■JJIJ has this sense in Mic 5:2, as Jerome and Eliezer suggest, a 
suitable indirect object is needed; "He will entrust them to his 
care," which may be better rendered as a passive, "They will be 
in his care." It is often necessary to supply a predicate or 
object in biblical Hebrew; e.g., Mic 5:3, "He shall stand and 
shepherd his flock. . ." (RSV). Even if has the sense of "to
hand over," an indirect object is still implied; "He will hand 
them over to their enemies." The usual idiom for this use of
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ina is liU ; e.g., Judg 4:7, "And I will give him into
your hand."
The interpretation of p U  as "permit" or "entrust" has 
several advantages. First, 13*7 would then have the more natural 
sense of introducing a consequence of the foregoing. After the 
promise of the ruler, God will take charge of them, even in the 
dire circumstances of the siege (or exile), until the time of 
deliverance. "Therefore" follows from the promise. Moreover, 
the sequence of thought is not interrupted; threat (4:14) is 
followed by promise (5:1) and then further promise and reassur­
ance (5:2). Finally, the birth imagery of 5:2 follows from the 
promise of a birth in 5:1 ( XY?) and "Israel" is likewise carried 
over in 5:2b.
However, this is not without its difficulties. The phrase 
beginning "he will give..." appears to be from a different hand 
than the author of 4:14 and 5:1. This is suggested by the 
"prophet" disassociating himself from the people (in 4:14 the 
siege comes "upon us," whereas in 5:2 "he" will give "them" over). 
Also, in 5:1 Yahweh is speaking, whereas in 5:2 he is referred 
to in the 3rd person. Finally, the language is reminiscent of 
4:10 where Zion is in travail and the people will be brought 
back from exile. Thus it may be a forced interpretation to take 
1^ 13 in the sense of "permit" or "entrust"; the continuity 
with the preceding may only be apparent and not the intent of 
the redaction.
Taking 143 in the traditional interpretation of "handing 
over," Mays argues that this verse is an apologetic for the delay 
of the promised ruler, and depicts the deliverance as a work of 
Yahweh and not the work of the ruler. This latter statement
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needs to be qualified. Throughout the pericope the ruler is 
subordinate to Yahweh (5:3) and only comes in accordance with his 
plans (5:1). Thus it seems to be a false dichotomy to drive a 
wedge between the work of Yahweh and the work of the ruler; the 
ruler works on Yahweh*s behalf and is himself part of that 
deliverance by Yahweh (5:1, 3, and 5). The phrase, "He shall 
hand them over," does recall 4:14 and 4:9 and 10, but this comes 
as encouragement to those who are handed over since the time of 
distress is short or limited ("until the time..."). Then the 
promise of 5:1 comes, to which "the woman in travail..." alludes 
(NY? and1?ilNYin ). This also brings to mind the prophecies 
of Isa 7:14 and 9:6. Only secondarily are the prophecies of 4:9 
and 10 in view (contra Mays; see below). Mays is correct when 
he says that this also introduces the motif of "remnant." P"? 
thus bridges the time between 4:14 and 5:1 (cf.. Rudolph) .
The verse appears to be an apologetic from exilic times 
(in the tradition of deutero-Isaiah?). It comes as an encourage­
ment to those who experience the threat of 4:14, that the promise 
of 5:1 will surely follow. 03^1? acknowledges Micah’s word of 
judgment ("He will hand them over"), but is followed by the 
promise that a remnant shall be preserved out of the distress 
(echoes of 4:9 and 10) when the promised ruler leads them back 
("his brethren shall return..."). This redaction brings Micah's 
prophecy into line with a messianic interpretation of Isa 7:14;
9:6; and .11:1, and further precludes taking D3il? in the sense 
of "entrusting" or "permitting."
The phrase, "when she who is in travail has brought forth," 
has occasioned much debate. The versions are literal; even the 
Tg does not offer an explanation as he is wont to do with metaphors
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(cf. pp.28f.; he is also literal at 4:9 and 10). The participle 
m Vl? is the subject of the finite verb; cf. Amos 9:1 
D] nn*7, "not one of them shall flee away" (cf. Rudolph,
GKC §116w). The exegetical question is whether the words should 
be taken metaphorically or literally.
Many distinguished commentators adhere to the view that 
m'?? m V l ?  should be taken metaphorically. Theodore observes
that td5CV6LV and i Ck t e l V in the LXX are idioms for unexpec­
ted divine deliverance in the midst of distress. This line of 
interpretation is also taken by Isho'dad (who also relates it to 
the virgin birth), Calvin, Kimchi, Eliezer, Mays, et al. Similar 
to this is Theodoret's interpretation that the Church will be 
born out of the barren gentiles (cf. Isa 54:1; Luther, Ribera, 
et al.).
There are some differences, however, between the use of 
the words in 5:1 and their use in 4:9 and 10. In 4:10 Zion is 
personified, as Bethlehem "is in 5:1; however, the subject of 
5:2 is indefinite, almost mysterious (especially in the light of 
5:1b, "his origins..."). In 4:10 NY? is used, as it is in 5:1, 
but it signifies movement from "the city" to the "open country"
(and Babylon) whereas in 5:1 it is from "you," the personified 
Bethlehem, to Yahweh, that is, according to his will and purposes. 
This suggests interpreting NY? in 5:1 as "birth," especially in 
the light of 1?J1NYin and ni"?! ?. Also in 4:9 and 10 the
particle 3 is used to mark the simile. In the NT "travailling" 
is used metaphorically to describe the sorrow before a time of 
joy (cf. John 16:21; pp. Sgff.). Eliezer also interprets the 
metaphor this way in his commentary. This is not the usual use 
of the metaphor; cf. J. Kuhllewein who says, "das Bild dient dazu,
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die Schrecklichkeit des Gerichts hervorzuheben" (THAT vol 1, 
p. 734). In the NT "travailling" is also used of a birth of a 
child (cf. Rev 12:4, pp. 64ff,). Finally, in 5:2 n'T‘7? m ï l ?
is used in connection with time, jy TV , and only secondarily 
with distress (if tPil? is to be taken as "handing over" and not 
"entrusting").
The talmudic tradition (Yom 10a) concerning this verse 
brings to the forefront the connection with time. The "son of 
David" will not come until the "fourth kingdom" (Rome) has ruled 
and a period of nine months elapses. This signifies that the 
period of distress will not last forever. The point of the verse 
is precisely this; the "handing over" will come to an end, and 
through God's promised ruler the remnant will be restored. The 
oracle is one of encouragement, as also, "Comfort, comfort my 
people...her warfare is ended, her iniquity is pardoned...he will 
feed his flock like a shepherd" (Isa 40:1, 2, and 11).
Therefore, the birth imagery is not simply an "eschato-
logical end to the crises" (Lescow), but follows the "birth"
( KY? ) of the Davidic ruler. If this is so, it seems nearly
impossible to divorce this from Isa 7:14 (contra Rudolph).
Isa 7:14, although not originally messianic, came to have messi- 
20anic significance; the mysterious tone of both these prophecies 
suggests that they be interpreted in the light of each other, as 
well as messianically (cf. Matt 1:23 and 2:6).
Mic 5:2b is not beset with the many exegetical difficul­
ties of the previous verses; nevertheless, commentators have 
taken diverse views concerning the significance of these words.
The LXX and Tg have the pi. pron. "their" after "brethren." 
This need not imply that they had a pi. in their Vorlage, however.
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They seem to have taken the "sons of Israel" as the reference of 
the pron. and understood the sg. of the MT as a collective; cf. 
e.g., Mic 3:8 where both the LXX and Tg translate the sg. collec­
tives of the MT as pis. P, V, Aq, Sym, and Theod agree with the 
MT.
In the history of exegesis, Theodoret and Theophylakt 
follow the LXX reading the pron. as a pi. Theophylakt gives the 
words an ecclesiastical interpretation; "their brethren" refers 
to the "apostle's" brethren who will return to the "sons of 
Israel," that is, those of Isarel who believe. Most of the 
remainder of commentators, both Jewish and Christian, take the sg. 
pron. as a reference to the "ruler;" Rosenmuller says, "non 
dubium esse potest."
The word m ?  has elicited more diverse interpretations, 
and is usually seen in contrast to the "sons of Israel." Theodo­
ret and Cyril say that the "remnant" refers to those of Israel 
who will believe in Christ-. These will be united with the 
believers, the true "sons of Israel" (Jerome says that the "sons 
of Israel" refers to the Apostles). This interpretation largely 
prevailed in Christian exegesis down through Luther and Lapide 
until the time of Pusey. Departing from this tradition, Theodore 
interpreted the words to mean that all the tribes of Israel will 
be united once again. Rashi and Kara come to the same conclusion 
as Theodore, but Kimchi says that only Benjamin and Judah will be 
united. Eliezer takes an entirely different approach by saying 
that the cities of Judah (the "remainder") will be returned to the 
exilic community (the "sons of Israel"). Most modern commentators, 
while not agreeing as to whom the words and^^lP? ?31 refer, 
nevertheless agree that what is spoken of here is the reunification
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of all the tribes (J. M. P. Smith, Robinson, Marti, Weiser, et al.). 
Allen argues that "sons of Israel" refers to Judah "as heirs to the 
traditions of the tribal federation." One might’compare Allen's 
statement with Nahum 2:2, "For the Lord is restoring the majesty 
of Jacob [= Judah] as the majesty of Israel, for plunderers have 
stripped them and ruined their branches."
The word refers to a portion which has been divided
and now has either inferior quality or number; cf. Joel 1:4,
"What the cutting locust left, the swarming locust has eaten." If 
indeed Micah 5:2 and Isa 7:14 are to be interpreted in the light 
of each other, then TjP  would most naturally be parallel to 
"shear-jashub" of Isa 7:3 (cf. Wellhausen, et al., contra Allen).
The significance of "shear-jashub" in Isa 7:3 has been explained 
many ways (cf. Wildberger),,yet Isa 7:7-9 implies that comfort or 
encouragement is intended, even if the name originally bore signi­
ficance to another occasion (cf. Clements). Mic 5:2 indicates 
that it came to be understood as reference to the exilic commun—  
ity. In Mic 5:2 the community returns to the land as heirs of 
the tribal federation (cf. Allen), with perhaps a view to the idea 
of the reunification of all the tribes in the messianic age (cf.
J. M. P. Smith; Isa 11:16, "And there will be a highway from 
Assyria for the remnant which is left of his people, as there was 
for Israel when they came up from the land of Egypt").
Kimchi argues that "yy should be understood as oy whereas 
Rosenmuller says that "yy is being used in the sense of "yx (cf. 
Wellhausen, et al.). J . M. P. Smith is correct, however, when he 
says that it is unnecessary to emend the text. Whether 5y is 
better rendered as "to," referring simply to the return of the 
exiles to those who remained in Palestine (Rosenmuller, Mays,
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et al,); or whether it is better rendered as "together with," 
referring to the reunification of both kingdoms in the messianic 
age (Rashi, Allen, Rudolph, et al.), is still in question. Either 
could be correct grammatically. For example, 2 Sam 15:4, "Oh that 
I were judge in the Land! Then every man with a suit or cause 
might come to me (?yy )." Or Jer 3:18, "In those days the house 
of Judah shall join ["yy • • .13*7? 5 lit., 'shall walk together with*]
the house of Israel." The words may have had the more restricted 
reference of exilic return (depending on when one dates the passage 
and from whose hand it stems). However, in the light of the redac­
tion of the passage and the development of the messianic expectation 
in the Old Testament (e.g., Isa 11:12; Hos 2:2; Jer 3:18; etc.), 
the idea of the reunification of both kingdoms is to be preferred.
Micah 5:3
nirr ncni nâfj 3
xai ây>ex<a xal noif*a»eî xô noijnvutp aôxov êv icx^i k v q Io v , xal ir
xfi Ô6$ji XÙV èvéfiaxoç xoqlon to£F #eo0 aèx&v âuSxt ygy
fteyaXwdirjaetm itoç âxQotv x^ç yijç,
>cuuo (3)
«ncrAnJ'p^iîsa.n cnJga-ar.a rt'ia.KÜsso rdà.-*ûo
LXX
.nlA-irC'A cmacuïA
nà"i3 ■'V Dip p  *]ipnD üiVîtï m p i  3
M 4 ^  # *c OT av ■■ M t •* «« • t ’ «r ■ ^  m:K%1X "D^ D Dï W  ‘IN pimPl T3D pMDni 'Tl
4 Et stabit, et pascet in fortitudinc Domini,In subi imitate nominis Domini Dei sui; VEt convertentur.Quia nunc magnificabitur usque ad ter- minos terrac.
This verse brings welcome relief for the commentator from 
the complex and sometimes confused verses which precede it. It
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follows from the introduction of the remnant motif of 5 :2b, but 
continues more closely with 5:1 and the promise of the coming 
ruler. Here the ruler's reign is described in relation to Yahweh 
and the people.
The Tg is the only version not to translate the words 
literally. The translation, however, conveys the significance of 
the words faithfully; "And he shall rise and rule in the power 
from the presence of the Lord." The doublet of the LXX, "He will 
see and shepherd...," arose from confusing nxi and nyi . Both 
the variant and the correction found their way into the text 
(Melamed). THyi is rendered by the usual 0X1^06X0(1 • The
LXX also adds the implicit "his flock" after "he will shepherd," 
as do many modern translations (e.g., Allen, RSV, NIV). The 
editors of BHK^ propose deleting nyil for metrical reasons, but 
in BHS this suggested emendation is abandoned. Since the versions 
support n y n  » and since it fits the pastoral motif of an ideal 
king in the ancient Near Ea'st, there seems little reason to follow
BHKg.
The pastoral motifs depict the ideal king, a common designa­
tion throughout the ancient Near East and the Psalms. Weiser 
observes that this use carries into the NT and is used especially of 
Jesus. The early Christian commentators also noted the shepherd 
motif and applied this verse to Jesus. Cyril says that the Lord 
himself will rule and not some intermediary (as Moses ruled the 
Jews; cf. Haimo). Theophylakt further adds that Christ stands 
"in Golgotha" and shepherds "in the power of the cross" (cf.
Rupert of Deutz). Nicholas de Lyra gives the words an ecclesias­
tical interpretation; the Church will stand against impairment, 
and shepherd in faithful doctrine. Luther is similar, saying that
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this refers to the "kingdom"; it will not be through military 
force but by the Word of God and the Holy Spirit. The medieval 
Jewish commentators are generally more terse in their comments.
Rashi simply says that the ruler will "lead" or "sustain" Israel 
(interpreting nyi by D]13 ; cf. Eliezer). Kimchi has a
lengthy description of the grandeur of the reign of n?POn T‘7ûn 
this perhaps represents an anti-christological jibe, since in 
5:1 he says that "he" (Christ) did not rule over Israel but that 
"they" (the Jews) ruled over him.
The word xny may have a more pregnant meaning than has 
hitherto been recognized. Both Schwantes and Allen argue that 
the significance of this word is that of a new ruler assuming king­
ship. 2 Kgs 11:14 reads, "And when she looked, there was the king 
standing by the pillar, according to the custom and the captains 
and the trumpeters beside the king, and all the people of the 
land rejoicing and blowing trumpets. And Athaliah rent her 
clothes, and cried, 'Treason! Treason!’" (cf. also 23:3), In 
Dan 11:2 and 3, both "700 and Tîîy are used; "Behold, three 
more kings shall arise in Persia...Then a mighty king shall arise, 
who shall rule with great dominion and do according to his will"
(cf. 8:23). The theme does not occur in any of the Royal Psalms, 
however, so caution should be exercised before drawing too heavily 
on this as part of a Coronation ceremony (cf. Allen). TOy 
may be no more than a pictorial image, as in 2 Kgs 5:11 where Naaman 
comes to Elisha to be cured of his leprosy, but was distraught 
because the prophet did not come out to him "and stand, and call 
on the name of the Lord his God" (cf. Keil et. al.).
Elsewhere in Micah the theme "shepherd" is used to describe 
the work of a ruler; "Shepherd thy people with thy staff" (7:14
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of Yahweh; cf. 5:5). The shepherd motif also echoes Davidic tradi­
tion; "You shall be shepherd of my people Israel, and you shall 
be prince over Israel" (2 Sam 5:2, which is quoted with Mic 5:1 
in Matt 2:6; cf. also 2 Sam 7:7ff.).
The connotations of ideal kingship and Davidic motifs are 
secondary to the role the ruler plays with respect to Yahweh;
"Die Hauptsache ist, dass er mich eigenmachtig regiert, sondern 
'in der Kraft Jahwes,' dessen Stellvertreter eristC'im Namen'), 
wobei er sich aber stests des Abstands von seinem Gott ('in seinem 
hehren Namen*) bewusst ist" (Rudolph). Similarly, Allen calls 
the ruler an "undershepherd" and Mays says, "His reign will be an 
expression, not a replacement of YHWH's kingship." (In this 
respect cf. again 2 Sam 5:2 where David is called a prince 
[ T?A3*7 n?riil ] over Israel, not a king.)
Not much need be said concerning the phrase, "In the majesty 
of the name of the Lord his God." Jerome calls attention to John 
17:11 and 12 which other commentators also cite to equate Christ, 
the "God-man," with the Father (Calmet; cf. also Calvin, who says 
that Mic 5:3 shows Christ's subjection to God in his role as 
mediator). The phrase is not used elsewhere in the OT, but cf.
Isa 24:14, "They lift up their voices, they sing for joy; over the 
majesty ( TiXAl ) of the Lord they shout from the west." It is also 
used of the "majesty" of Jacob, "For the Lord is restoring the 
majesty of Jacob as the majesty of Israel, for plunderers have 
stripped them and ruined their branches" (Nahum 2:3 [2]; cf.
Amos 8:7; and of the Philistines, Zach 9:6).
21The versions preserve two vocalizations for . The
Tg, P, and V point it as , as if from n y . The LXX
and MT point it as , from ly? . The conjunction isT  T ;
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omitted in the LXX and the verb is drawn into the preceding line, 
"They shall dwell in the glory of the name of the Lord their God." 
The pi. pron. does not warrant reading □n?n'7N since the other 
versions are unanimous against this, and since 01ÙTÛV can be 
accounted for as conforming to the pi. verbs and prons. in the 
rest of these verses (the pi. pron. agrees especially with the 
verb ÛnâpxOUOlV ). Both P and V are influenced by 5:2 where they 
translate T121Ü? as they do12W?1 here. Neither connects this 
with the preceding, as the LXX, but they follow the MT and let
stand alone with an implied predicate (cf. nyi above). 
The Tg supplies the predicate (cf. Allen, Mays, RSV; cf. also 
Wellhausen who supplies nU3 ) and paraphrastically renders 
"And they shall be gathered from the midst of their exile." In 
5:2 above the Tg also renders 1121Ü? paraphrastically, "And they 
shall rely upon them, the sons of Israel."
Jerome renders the translation of Sym as et habitabunt, 
and says that the verb can mean both "converted" (i.e.,
n y  , as in his translation) or "dwell" (i.e., 1^? , as in Sym).
Rashi and Eliezer also take it in the same sense as IIZIIW? above; 
the comment is that they will return "from the exile." Ibn Ezra 
adds noi in his comments which suggests that he followed the 
vocalization of the MT (cf. Wellhausen). Since the Reformation, 
this latter suggestion has all but won the day (cf. RSV, NEB, JB; 
however. Lapide and Calmet follow V). Luther and Calvin prefer 
"dwell" over V; Luther relates this to the security of the Gospel, 
whereas Calvin says that these words are confirmed in 5:4. The 
German commentators, following Wellhausen's proposal of reading 
nU3 after , have linked this with either Mic 4:1-4
(Robinson, Sellin) or with Isa 9:6 and 11:6-9 (Marti, Weiser).
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In the light of the redaction of this pericope in 5:2 and 
5:4f. (see below), the sense of "to dwell (securely)" in connec­
tion with the messianic expectation is most likely. Mays says,
"The one explicit soteriological feature of this future reign is 
gathered up in the expression, 'they shall dwell.'" He further 
relates this to Nathan's oracle to David, "And I will appoint a 
place for my people Israel, and will plant them, that they may 
dwell in their own place, and be disturbed no more" (2 Sam 7:10).
The versions handle the final stichos diversely. Both P 
and V are literal translations of the Hebrew. The Tg employs the 
circumlocutory n?l3W , "his name," for the subject of "he shall 
increase" ( ). Throughout the pericope, OKf refers to the
Messiah (cf. the Tg on 5:1 where 1?DNYin becomes "whose name 
was proclaimed from the beginning..."). The LXX continues to 
employ the pi. throughout this verse; thus the "people" are 
magnified to the ends of the earth (Sym, however, translates 
Via? with the sg. UGYaAuv&^GGXaL ). The pi. of the LXX continues 
to influence both Greek and Latin commentators (cf. Lyra). This 
stems from Jerome's quotation of the LXX and his comment that the 
church will be magnified throughout the earth because of its 
faith in Christ. (Although Jerome does not refer to it, his 
comments also seem to be influenced by Jesus' words in Matt 28:19 
and 20, "Go therefore and make disciples of all nations... and lo,
1 am with you always, to the close of the age.")
Davidic motifs are present in these words as well; cf.
2 Sam 7:9, "And I have been with you wherever you went, and have 
cut off all your enemies from before you; and I will make for
you a great name, like the name of the great ones of the earth." The 
theme of universal reign is also present in the Royal Psalms (Ps 2:8),
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"Ask of me, and I will make the nations your heritage, and the 
ends of the earth your possession." Zech 9:10 connects both peace 
and unlimited dominion with the coming of the Messiah, "And he 
shall command peace to the nations; his dominion shall be from 
sea to sea, and from the River to the ends of the earth."
Micah 5:4
• n l ^  m
"'Wiiiçixa P I  uà-iK? x P ; - p  n w N "
: p p ;  rabsn o p n  npatf p b p q i
*xal icrtOA aSnj slçijvr}’ AaaovQ 
ôra» h téX ^ h d t i ) v  yfjv xal ôxoof istififj h tl xéga» 
xai htsysQ&if a^airtax iTf ctôràr êsnà notftheç xal ô x té  ôi^furca à»-
,r< .Tn\x. (4) P
icncd^ 7i*m K'ivK'A r6%
.rtflstsr^ n rdxsjioH reSuuSaiftO .r^ 'kvcuw.H r<Lx±a*.
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5 Et crit iste pax: VCum vencrit Assyrius in terrnm nostram,Et quando calcaverit in domibus nostris.Et suscitabimus super eum septem pas- toresEt octo primates homjnes;
The enigmatic phrase ni*?!!/ ÎIT n ? m  bas been variously 
interpreted by both the versions and the commentators. The early 
versions, unlike many modern commentators, tend to support the MT.
V, the most literal, makes the "ruler" the subject and "peace" 
the predicate; "And this one shall be peace." This may be 
influenced by Eph 2:14, "And he shall be our peace," which may be 
an allusion to this text (cf. pp. 67ff.). Rudolph agrees with V s  
understanding of the phrase, but feels that it is grammatically 
incorrect. The Tg seems to interpret pT adverbially, "From now 
on (pa,n ) there will be peace for us." The Tg adds xi"? , "for us,"
179
for clarification, P omits HT altogether and follows the LXX by 
reading "when" for ?D . Furthermore, P employs a pi. verb for the 
sg. of the MT, though it might be translated, "And there shall be 
peace, when Assyria...." The LXX translates riT by aUXFj , making 
the "earth" in the previous stichos the subject; "And she [the 
earth] shall have peace, when Assyria,..."
Schwantes, on the analogy of Isa 9:6 and 54:13, transposes 
QlVW to the previous stichos; "And they shall dwell (securely), 
because now peace shall increase to the ends of the earth." This 
emendation is mitigated by the versions, and it would be difficult 
to account for the present reading if Schwantes' proposal were 
adopted. The most common emendation is to argue that a mem dropped 
out before "Assyria" through haplography; restoring the mem yields, 
"And this shall be peace from Assyria..." (cf. J. M. P. Smith, Mays, 
et al.).
Early commentators also recognized the difficulty of this 
construction in the Hebrew." Cyril makes an explicit textual note 
that the phrase belongs to the preceding words, not the following. 
Jerome connects it more closely with "Assyria," but also, character­
istically, interprets it allegorically; this is the peace effected 
by Christ against the "devil" (the significance of Assyria). 
Theodore, alone of the early commentators, ties this to the peace 
which Hezekiah and Zerubbabel wrought from the historical enemies 
of Israel, Assyria and Persia (cf. Isho'dad and Theophylakt).
Rashi says that the peace will be definite and complete.
Kara, departing from his master's words, and Eliezer connect the 
peace with "Assyria." Ibn Ezra and Kimchi contrast "peace" with 
"fear" ( m a  ). Kimchi, as in the Tg, adds NJ*? , "for us," and 
cites Zech 9:10, "And he shall command peace to the nations; and
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his dominion shall be from sea to sea" (cf. 5:3).
22J . Allegro has sought to illumine the text through 
comparative semantics. He cites the various uses of FIT — demonstra­
tive, substantive, and relative— and argues that by extension of the 
relative use, especially in late poetic passages and in the light 
of other Semitic languages (Aramaic and Arabic), FIT carries the 
idea of a genitive relation when used in close connection with 
another noun. Allegro cites Judg 5:5, "God of Sinai," FIT FITFI?
?3?P (cf. also Ps 78:9). He then says, "It seems that a striking 
example may also be found in the Messianic prophecy of Mic 5"
(p. 311), which he renders "Possessor of (Lord of) Peace" (cf. Rudolph, 
Heilsbringer; Allen). Allegro also cites Ps 34:7, ?3y.F1T , "the
possessor of poverty."
Allen, commenting on,the "strangely composite ring" of the 
passage, argues that this represents a "national war song," supple­
mented at the beginning and end with an expression of "royal 
victory." He further argues that Micah takes up this "jingoistic" 
song and ironically uses it to point the source of their confidence 
away from nationalistic pride towards the agent of peace and victory 
that God will provide.
It seems unlikely that the insertion and the changes in the 
oracle are Mican, even though Micah preaches against the popular 
theology of the people (2:6-11; 3:11) and utilizes irony in other
passages (1:10-16; 3:1-4 and 5-7; 4:14 and 5:1). We have argued
above that the redaction of Micah's original prophecy (4:14 and 
5:1) with its heavily messianic overtones comes from a period later 
than Micah's time, probably exilic. These verses seem to follow 
in that tradition and may represent a redaction of an oracle from 
the prophets of weal (perhaps even Micah's opponents) and not a
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nationalistic war song. The redactor utilizes this oracle both 
to guard against false hopes in their own strength and to encourage 
the people in the time of their distress to trust in God's deliver­
ance through his agent. The ironical note is present, especially 
if the original oracle was "There will be peace from Assyria...
(cf. Mays, et al.). The redactor connects the oracle with the 
preceding by inserting the demonstrative HT ; "This one [the one 
who will be great to the ends of the earth— a picture of universal 
peace] will be our peace ["our" must be supplied, as the Tg 
recognized, because the peace is not abstract, as many Christian 
commentators argued, but is "for us" in our dire circumstances] 
when "Assyria" [the original oracle may have been against Assyria, 
but at this level of redaction it clearly is a code word (see below)] 
comes into our land...he will deliver (us)". Like the redaction 
of Micah's prophecy above, the redactor here interprets this in 
the light of Isaiah's prophecies (especially 9:6), who himself 
exhorted the people not to"put trust in political-military solu­
tions but in Yahweh (cf. e.g., Isa 2:6-11; 2 Kgs 19:20-28).
Thus, while it is possible that the demonstrative has the 
force of the genitive here (Allegro, Rudolph, Allen), it is more 
likely that it has a substantive use in order to connect these 
words more closely to the preceding. The awkward construction 
results from the composite nature of the oracle and the artificial 
connection between the two originally disparate oracles.
Willis, like Allen, argues for the authenticity and coher­
ence of the passage. He makes special note of the ABA' structure 
of 5:4 and 5; 5:4a corresponds to 5:5b, and 5:4b-5:5a form a
coherent unit. Willis states that this produces a good contrast 
with the distress of Sennacherib's invasion in 4:14. He also
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observes the Davidic motifs throughout (the pastoral imagery 
especially). Willis interprets FIT as a demonstrative, "And this 
one (man) shall be peace," which serves to connect 5:3 with 5:4 and 
5. This conveys the same meaning as V ’Yill ; to "bring deliver­
ance" is the same as giving "peace."
One need not accept the chiastic structure of the verses 
to see the connections, although the chiasm may help to bring 
them into focus. The continuity stems from redaction, however, and 
not from Micah. The content and style follow from 5:2 and 3 if 
allowance is given that the core of 5:4 and 5 is taken over from 
an existing oracle. The exilic tradent of the Mican and Isaianic 
prophecies brings this independent oracle into line with the fore­
going to encourage trust in God’s deliverance through his chosen 
ruler.
The oracle continues with the threat of an Assyrian invasion. 
As was stated above, both the LXX and P translate ?3 as "when"; 
this also is the sense of V s  cum. The Tg corresponds to
biblical Hebrew ?3 . Rashi and Ibn Ezra comment that ?3 should
be understood as O X  ; "If Assyria should come into our land..."
(cf. Allen). ?3 may also introduce, a temporal clause, "When 
Assyria, as was his wont, comes into our land..." (GKC §164d; 
cf. Ps 8:4, "As often as I look to your heavens"). If this is 
indeed a fragment of an oracle against Assyria, the former trans­
lation might be more appropriate. Whichever translation is 
adopted, the point of the oracle is that the attack will be 
adequately dealt with: in the original oracle on their own
strength, but on the level of redaction, on God's provision.
Extensive comments are devoted to explaining the reference
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to "Assyria." Since Jerome and Cyril, Assyria has been viewed 
allegorically as Satan and his attacks on the Church. Post- 
Reformation exegesis sought more to identify the historical 
situation. Calmet refers to the works of Herodotus, and ties 
this to the invasion of Judah by Cambyses; Lapides cites Sennach­
erib's invasion, as does Allen. The German commentators Marti 
and Robinson tie this oracle to Syria and the Maccabaean period 
(cf. also Rudolph, who states this possibility). For Keil,
J. M. P. Smith, Mays, et al., Assyria represents any tyrannical 
enemy of Israel. Mays argues that Assyria is used as a code name 
for any enemy invading from the north, "the direction from which 
assaults on Israel had always come." Assyria is used this way 
for Persia in Ezra 6:22, "For the Lord had made them joyful, and 
had turned the heart of the.king of Assyria to them, so that he 
aided them in the work of the house of God." It is also used of 
the Seleucid kingdom in Zech 10:10 f., "I will bring them home 
from the land of Egypt and-gather them from Assyria... the pride 
of Assyria shall be laid low." Mays further argues that in the 
eschatological theology of exilic and post-exilic times, histor­
ical names were sometimes employed to represent the present 
enemies who followed in their place. The parallel phrase, "land 
of Nimrod," lends credence to this line of interpretation. 
Commentators since Theodore have recognized that "land of Nimrod" 
stands for Babylon (citing Gen 10:8-11) which is itself a code 
word with heavy symbolic connotations even into NT times (cf. 
e.g., Rev 17 f.).
While the oracle may have originally been delivered against 
Assyria, at the level of redaction it is divested of its histori­
cal particularity, much as 4:14 has been. It thus becomes symbolic
184
of any threat to Israel, with the accompanying encouragement or 
promise of Yahweh's eschatological rule through his ruler.
Commentators often emend ij’nanTX , "our fortified 
palaces," to ijnntX , "our soil" (RSV) on the basis of the 
parallelism with ynx(cf. the parallelism of yiK and *73A in 5:5), 
and with the LXX, x&pQV UjJWV , "your country" (cf. J. M, P.
Smith, Schwantes, Nowack, Rudolph, Mays, et al.). The LXX, 
however, confuses daleth and resh on other occasions (cf. 4:14 
above). Moreover, the LXX translates a rare term by a more 
common term elsewhere in the book; e.g., at 2:7 noVw , "cloak," 
is translated by gCpl*|Vn > "peace" (cf. pp. 16f.). At Amos 3:9-11 
and 6:8 is also translated by the LXX as x6pa • Thus the
translator of the LXX on the Minor Prophets is consistent with 
this translation of IIOIX, whether it is an erroneous or permis­
sible (albeit uncommon) translation of l i m x  .
Emendation on the basis of the LXX is therefore unwarranted. 
This is especially true in"the light of the other versions, which 
all support the MT after their fashion: the T z K3d?]l?3 , "our
palaces"; P l/nnOIl, "our enclosures"; and V, domibus nostris,
"our houses." At Amos 6:8 V uses domos eius to translate 
and at Amos 1:12; 2:2 and 5 aedes is employed.
There is still the argument that emendation is warranted 
because of the parallelism with yix . This argument is harder 
to control because of the limitations of our knowledge of Hebrew 
poetry and parallelism. Kugel argues that it is the nature of the 
parallel line that B "supports" A; that is, it "carries it further, 
backs it up, completes it, goes beyond it" (p. 52). It is not
simply "saying the same thing twice." In this light nOTX is no
more (nor less) appropriate than . In Lowth's terminology
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23l i m x  would be classified as "antithetical" parallelism. The 
pairing not only encompasses yiX and l i m x  (or iimx ) but also 
yiX and ‘73A . In what sense is nOTN a more fitting word than
l i m x  as a parallel term to "71A ? As Allen argues,IIOIX is 
particularly fitting in the context if these verses reflect a 
spirit of pride and self-reliance. It is used this way in Amos 6 :8 , 
"I abhor the pride of Jacob, and hate his strongholds ( I’ilJHTNI ); 
I will deliver up the city and all that is in it." Thus with 
support of the MT from the versions, the argument to emend on the 
basis of parallelism is weak and seems to be unnecessary.
The LXX employs the 2nd pi. poss. pron., "in your land" 
and "in your country," throughout 5:4 and 5 for the 1st pi. of the 
MT. Moreover 13Üï7m is rendered by the 3rd pi. pass. 
eTTEYepQ^'lGOVXai (which suggest reading ; cf. Sellin
mnpni ). The subsequent transmission of the LXX indicates an 
attempt to bring it into line with the 1st pi. pron. of the Hebrew 
text (Ziegler adopts flpWV rn the Gottingen LXX). The 2nd pi. 
pron. might result from the influence of such passages as Isa 1:7, 
"Your country lies desolate, your cities are burned with fire... 
it is desolate, as overthrown by aliens" (cf. also Isa 19:17;
Jer 44:6). (It might also represent a continuation of the oracle 
from the Lord which began in 5:1.)
The Tg likewise represents a departure from its Vorlage, 
which subsequent scribes attempted to bring into conformity with 
the Hebrew text. Sperber adopts the reading , "he will
appoint," for the MT u n p m  , "we will appoint." Several mss. 
read with the MT (z, b, g, o, f, c, and Kimchi). The Tg
has also inserted xj"? , "for us," for the MT 1?Vy"against him."
Since the expression, "we will appoint for us...," is awkward,
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and since XOV is part of the original translation (Sperber 
lists no ms. evidence for reading n*7 or which would conform
to the Hebrew I?*?)/), the reading ?3KI31 appears to be a later 
attempt to bring the Tg into line with the Hebrew. The reading 
?3H?1 conforms more closely with the treatment of this passage 
as a messianic prophecy by the Tg, The translator of the Tg may 
have felt that "we will appoint for (over) him" (i.e., the "Mes­
siah," the only sg. antecedent in T g ’s translation) of the Hebrew 
text was inappropriate. By reading the "Messiah" becomes
the subject of the verb and thus provides the leadership for the 
people (Xj V ). Wellhausen likewise emends the text to the sg.
Q?i7m , making the ruler the subject (cf. Marti). However, the 
reading of the MT, though not easily explained, best accounts for 
all the readings and therefore would appear to be "original" (cf. 
p. 8).
The words "seven shepherds and eight princes of men" have 
been the source of widely diverse treatments by translators and 
commentators. The LXX translates ?3?03 by ôl'lYMCIxa , "stings," 
"bites," or "attacks." This represents a confusion of samekh and 
shin; cf. Mic 3:5, "Thus says the Lord concerning the prophets who 
lead my people astray, who cry 'Peace' when they have something to 
eat (n?3W3n )." Sellin argues that if "shepherds" (D’VT ) were
originally "evil ones" (D’YT ), then the LXX translation would be 
appropriate. He says that this line of interpretation stems from 
apocalyptic tradition. In a similar fashion Weiser argues that 
these words originally had polytheistic roots and connotations of 
a demonic element.
The LXX does not support these interpretations, however, 
since it does not recognize as having sinister connotations,
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and even l y n  in 5:5a is rendered as "they will shepherd" instead 
of "they will lay waste" (cf. Rashi). The subsequent translators of 
the Hebrew text into Greek recognized that the LXX was in error;
Sym has XPl'OTOIÜÇ ; Theod àpXHYoOç , "princes"; and Aq 
KaSeOTÔlJSVOUÇ , "appointed (leaders)." Theodoret explains 
ôl^ YPata ÙvGpénWV as "fighting men," nXl^ YCtLÇ àv0pü)nCvaLç.
The word 1?D3 is only used in the pi. and elsewhere is 
only used of other nations' princes; cf. Josh 13:21, "The princes 
of Sihon;" Ezek 32:30, "the princes of the North." Mays says that 
?3?P3 "seems to emphasize their role as regents established
by the 'we' of Israel," which contrasts with the divinely appointed 
ruler. If we are correct in seeing here a fragment of an oracle, 
originally spoken in false hubris against the Assyrian threat, 
which an editor has appended to the preceding oracle of messianic 
expectation, then, while there is still a certain amount of tension 
between the oracles, the contrast has been erased as these are now 
subject to the ruler of Yahweh. The oracle is set off by "this one 
shall be (our) peace" and "he shall deliver (us)." What is left of 
the contrast brings out more sharply that God will provide a char­
ismatic leader; "princes of men" does not emphasize the human 
element as much as their role as leaders.
Talmudic tradition sought to identify the leaders of this 
verse (Sue 52b). The "seven shepherds" are David (in the middle), 
Adam, Seth, and Methuselah (non-Jews; on his right), and Abraham, 
Jacob, and Moses (Jews; on his left). The "eight leaders" are 
Jesse, Saul, Samuel, Amos, Zephaniah, Zedekiah, Elijah, and the 
Messiah. Rupert of Deutz preserves a different tradition. The 
shepherds are Abel, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Moses, and 
David. The leaders are Joshua, Caleph, Othniel, Aod, Barak,
Gideon, Jephta the Galadite, and Samson.
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Jerome, and Cyril in a similar fashion, says that "seven" 
refers to men of the OT (Cyril says the prophets) and "eight" 
refers to men of the NT (Cyril, the apostles). Haimo, Theophylakt, 
et al. tie "seven" to the sabbath and "eight" to the day of the 
Resurrection, Isho'dad says that "seven" refers to the prophets 
who prophesied against Assyria, and the "eight" are the princes of 
Hezekiah. Nicholas de Lyra and Calmet link these leaders with the 
Medes and Persians (cf. Lapide). Marti and Nowack argue that this 
self-reliance belies the Maccabaean period (cf. also Rudolph).
Theodore was the first to comment that "seven" and "eight" 
is an idiomatic expression. He says that "seven" signifies complete­
ness and thus eight goes beyond this and points to the gravity of 
this divine vengeance (cf. also Pusey and, to a lesser extent, 
Luther). Ibn Ezra, Kimchi,.and Eliezer cite Qoh 11:2, "Give a 
portion to seven, or even to eight," to support that it is an 
indefinite number of leaders. Eliezer adds that they are united, 
not divided (cf. his comments on ,Tf , "all of them are as one 
group"). Calvin and Ribera say the Church will thus not lack 
leadership. Calvin says, "The Prophet no doubt meant a great 
number," and that these "governors" of the people will be endowed 
with the Spirit to lead as wise men. Ribera says that these 
leaders are the Bishops and Doctors of the Church.
The numerous examples of the sequence x/x +1 show that the 
context determines whether the numbers are definite or slightly 
indefinite. This passage supports reading the sequence as 
indefinite since there is no hint of a particular historical 
situation for this part of the oracle. Significance may be found 
in the use of "seven" and "eight" to emphasize the sufficiency of 
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Sellin argues that l y n  is from yyi , "to break," rather
than from nyi , "to shepherd." This follows from his interpreta­
tion ofD?yi as "evil ones." Rashi before him made this 
suggestion, and was followed by Kara, Ibn Ezra, and Kimchi. Kimchi 
likens it to lay , "to break, crush."
There is, however, a play with Q?yi in the previous stichos, 
and a connection with nyi in 5:3. Moreover, the versions support 
"They will shepherd"; the LXX, nOiyaVoOaLV ; the Tg,
V, pascent ; and P, DiyiN31 • There is no need to render lyil as 
"they will lay waste" since lini defines the nature of the "shep­
herding," and since nyi is used metaphorically to mean "rule."
Theophylakt says that to shepherd is the "highest moral 
action" (cf. Calvin who says that to "feed [ nyi ] means to nourish
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the Church). However, with lini the emphasis is not on moral 
action, as e.g., in Jer 23:4, "I will set shepherds over them who 
will care for them, and they shall fear no more....” Rather, the 
emphasis here is on the authority of their rule (cf. Ibn Ezra), 
and perhaps the vengeance or severity of their rule (cf. Theodore 
who says that Assyria will be ravaged; cf. also 4:13). In this 
respect, Ps 2:9 might be closer, "You shall rule (with the LXX; 
cf. Jerome; Rev.2:27) them with a rod of iron." It must be 
admitted, however, that Israel is not usually portrayed as ruling 
over other nations in this harsh manner (cf. 4:1-4); other nations 
rule Israel this way, e.g., Jer 6:3, "Shepherds with their flocks 
shall come against her; they shall pitch their tents around her."
Two things emerge if these words of an originally jingo­
istic oracle (or war-song as Allen argues) are seen in the context 
of chapters 4 and 5. First, the immediate context suggests that 
these "shepherds" are subordinate to the shepherd who rules in the 
strength of Yahweh (5:3). This shepherd will bring peace (5:4a) 
and deliverance (5:5b) and the leaders will be intermediaries on 
his behalf. Second, this rule is part of the larger framework of 
the eschatological rule of Yahweh. The time of universal peace 
and trust in Yahweh (4:1-4 and 5:10-15) surrounds a time of purifi­
cation and divine vengeance (4:8-5:8 , especially 4:8, 13; 5:5,
8 , and 9). Thus what was perhaps intended originally as personal 
vengeance is now set within the context of divine vengeance; it 
is no longer a national vendetta but divine justice which governs 
the vengeance. Similarly, the divinely chosen ruler's reign is 
subordinate to Yahweh's rule (4:7), so also the rulers raised up 
for vengeance are subordinate to Yahweh's vengeance (5:15).
With the exception of V, the versions shed little light on
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n’nnaa. The LXX renders it ÉV XIQ xàcpptt) aùxfjç , "at her trench." 
This appears to be a confusion with iins , "trench" (cf. 2 Sam 17:9; 
LXX, XWV 30UV(ÔV ). Theophylakt explains the LXX translation as 
"strong foundations." The Tg is similar to the MT, NHDID 
"at its strong fortresses," but does little by way of explaining 
it. Rashi follows in the wake of the Tg by explaining n?n,i32 as 
"the entrances (or gates) of her provinces." P, "in his anger," 
is, as Taylor remarks, "a despairing attempt to find something 
harmonizing with the verse as a whole" (cf. Sebok, "Was mir uneklar- 
lich ist") .
The translation of V, in lanceis, offers the most widely 
accepted alternative to the MT (cf. Luther, Calvin, Ibn Ezra,
Kimchi, J. M. P. Smith, Rudolph, et al.). Aq with ÈV GSLpopÔGXaLÇ 
GÙXnç , "with her bared-lance, " and Quinta, £V napG^CcpLGLV GÙxfiç, 
"with her dirks," are similar. Mention is often made of Ps 55:22 
(21), "His words were softer than oil, yet they were drawn swords 
(illnnp )." Reading "entrances" in Mic 5:5 requires only a simple 
transposition of the yodh. The MT may represent a more familiar 
word being read for a rare term once the scribal mistake was made. 
Elsewhere hna is used of the opening of a text, "As he sat at 
the door of his tent" (Gen 18:1); or of a gate to the city, "And 
when he came to the gate (rijia-^ K ) of the city" (1 Kgs 17:10).
The Tg and P supply the implied predicate after V’ï m  
(cf. RSV, "And he shall deliver us"). Schwantes supplies the 
predicate on metrical grounds. Wellhausen supplies the predicate 
but suggests reading the pi. 1Jl‘7’Xni , as does J. M. P. Smith, 
Nowack, Marti, et al. The Tg also has the pi. (but not P), making 
the leaders of 5:4 the deliverers. The versions frequently supply
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the predicate where the MT does not have it; cf, 5:3 above. The 
Tg inserts Kj"? after "peace" in 5:4. The pi. appears to be an 
attempt to harmonize with the pis. in the verses; the other
versions militate against adopting it here. Allen, Mays, Vuilleu- 
mier, and Rudolph (though he inserts the phrase after 5:4a) read 
the sg. with the MT. The sg. "he will deliver" serves a vital point 
in the redaction of these verses, as the only logical antecedent is 
the promised ruler who brings "peace" (5:4). In Ps 72 ‘7Y3 is used 
of the ideal king, "For he delivers the needy when he calls, the 
poor with him who has no helper."
The Tg and P insert a negative particle before the final 
clause, "And they [P, "he"] will save us from the Assyrians. And 
he (i.e., the Assyrians) will not come [or perhaps, "lest he come"] 
into our land...." Perhaps the repetition from 5:4 of the Assyrian 
invasion seemed out of place in the light of the promise of deliver­
ance in 5:5. Also there is the possibility of influence from 
Isa 37:30-35, "...thus says' the Lord concerning the king of Assyria: 
He shall not come into this city...for I will defend this city to 
save it, for my own sake and for the sake of my servant . David." 
This "converse translation" is a technique used by the Tg and P 
(cf. pp. 23 and 27f.), which was also employed at 4:14 above where 
the derogatory designation of Jerusalem as the "daughter of marau­
ders" was turned into a word of acclaim (especially by P). Compare 
also Tg's treatment of I’VY in 5:l,l?yT3 and the translation of 
as "he will appoint for us" in 5:4.
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Summary and Conclusions
It has not been easy to give account of the many interesting 
and challenging problems of Mic 4:14-5:5. Questions of authenticity, 
coherence, and redaction of the pericope will be uncertain so long 
as our knowledge remains scant and our methods lack precision. The 
debate still centres around the literary-critical methods and results 
of Stade and others from nearly a century ago. Our purpose was not, 
however, to enter into this debate. We do suggest that there are 
reasons for viewing 4:14 and 5:1 as authentic Mican material. The 
shift at 5:2 (and 5:3) may indicate a different hand at work in the 
text. It has, however, been carefully woven into the existing 
oracle and brings into line both Mican and Isaianic themes.
Finally, 5:4 and 5 were also appended to the preceding. In the 
appending, it was transformed from an existing oracle of weal 
against the (Assyrian) advance into an oracle affirming the suffici­
ency of the Lord's provision of leadership. The redaction has 
obscured the historical particularities so that it becomes a warning 
against any enemy invasion.
We can address the questions of text, philology, and syntax 
with more certainty, though debatable points will always remain.
With the exception of emending or restoring a heh before 
the MT of 4:14-5:5 is best left without alterations. The proposed 
emendations may in fact obscure important exegetical points. For 
example, if we emend the text to read "From Assyria" ( )
in 5:4a, we miss the point that it is the promised ruler of the 
previous verses who effects the peace. ( ,-jf is probably used 
substantively.) Similarly, if we read the pi. for MT '77yni in
5:5b, we miss the point that the "shepherds" and "leaders of men" 
are subordinate to the ruler, just as he is subordinate to the Lord.
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Emendations for syntactical reasons were also seen to be unneces­
sary and to obscure stylistic differences. For example, reading 
the pi. for DÜ in 4:14 is unnecessary since an indefinite sg. can 
be rendered as a passive. It is also a stylistic contrast to 
the pi. in the following stichos. Similarly, reading in’HH in 
5:1 for lil'»n‘7 is unnecessary since the prefixed prepositions 
overlap in use or can be interchangeable in biblical Hebrew (cf. 
also *7y in 5:2 where'7N might be better).
We have argued that 117A iQ is best rendered as,
"Now gash yourself, 0 Daughter of Marauder." This should be under­
stood as a remark of derision against those in Zion who have 
abandoned true worship of the Lord. The LXX resulted from a mis­
reading and can be safely ignored for purposes of emendation. The 
Tg is a mistranslation which stemmed from the failure to view 
n i A  in as a derogatory reference to Zion following from the 
promises of 4:13. Moreover, 117A was taken to mean "troop," 
which has positive connotations, and not "marauder," which does 
not.
We have further argued that 1 ?JNY1D in 5:1 must be 
interpreted in the light of in the previous stichos and
in 5:2. The three terms reinforce each other and support the 
birth imagery in these verses. Many Christian commentators have 
found significance in the pi. "his origins"; however, it is 
doubtful that any exegetical significance should be attached to 
this any more than significance should be attached to the sg., nw 
and the pl., 13’ in 4:14 (cf. Eliezer's comments). Moreover, 
since the term is rare, any detailed significance attached to it 
would be highly speculative. It is better to restrict our com­
ments only to what the context, in its general way, will support.
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In a similar fashion, significance is often given to DlViy 
as denoting the eternal egress of the ruler. The context militates 
against this; nViy, "Bethlehem Ephrathah" and "among the clans 
( ■»a‘7Xi ) of Judah" point to his ancient clan lineage, not his
eternal nature (cf. also Mic 7:20, Dlj? ).
As a result of our examination of Mic 4:14-5:5, we offer 
the following translation.
MICAH 4:14-5:5
4:14 Then gash yourself (as the heathens), 0 Daughter of 
Marauder;
A siege is laid against us;
The "king" of Israel (is humiliated),
They strike (him) with a rod upon the cheek.
5:1 But you, 0 Bethlehem Ephrathah,
Who are too small (to be numbered) among the clans of 
Judah;
From you, according to my purposes.
One will be born to be ruler over Israel;
His roots are from of old, from the days of antiquity.
5:2 Therefore (in the meantime), God will hand over Israel
(to their enemies).
Until the time when she who travails gives birth;
Then the remainder of his brethren will return with the 
sons of Israel.
5:3 He will assume leadership and rule steadfastly.
In all the strength and majesty of the Lord, his God;
And they shall dwell (securely) ,
Because at that time, his renown will spread throughout 
the earth.
5:4 And this (ruler) will bring peace (for us);
When "Assyria" comes against our land.
And treads upon our strongholds;
Then, from among us, will be raised leaders—
"Seven shepherds and eight princes of men."
5:5 And they will rule the land of "Assyria" with strength.
And the land of "Nimrod" with power;
But (the ruler himself) will deliver (us) from "Assyria" 
When he comes against our land.





Eliezer is all but unknown among the great Jewish commenta­
tors of the Middle Ages. Since he comes at the end of a 
distinguished line of French commentators— Rashi, Joseph Kara, and 
Rashbam— his works are easily overlooked or become overshadowed by 
the earlier masters. Eliezer is mentioned only incidentally by 
the generation of commentators who followed him. In the manuscript 
we now possess,^ his name appears at the end of his commentary on 
Isaiah and Ezekiel. He flourished during the twelfth century in
Beaugency (Balgentiacum), a town in the Loiret district of 
2Northern France.
Eliezer was indeed a "child of his age" (Poznanski) and thus 
drew upon previous interpreters without necessarily specifying those 
he utilized. He does refer to Rashi as "our Rabbi" or "great Rabbi" 
(though not in the commentary on^Micah). Rashbam is mentioned in 
the commentary on Isaiah (^XIOW ). It also appears that he
used Joseph Kara and Ibn Ezra (Poznanski, pp. cxxxi-cxxxviii). For 
grammatical exaplanations, Eliezer, as also many of the medieval 
Jewish commentators, relied upon Menachem ben Saruq and Dunash ibn 
Labrat. For historical references in the prophetic literature, 
there was "Sefer Yosippon," the popular history of the Jews attribu­
ted to Josephus (this was, however, an anonymous work perhaps
3composed in medieval Byzantine Italy).
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Poznanski and Nutt argue that Eliezer was a pupil of Rashbam. 
This is difficult to substantiate from the other literature of this 
period since personal references are so sparse in the commentaries. 
The internal evidence, however, is suggestive. This is especially 
evident in the strong adherence to peshat, and very little use of 
talmudic material. Also, both commentators make frequent reference 
to the context and development of thought rather than notes on 
individual words or phrases.^ These features in particular set 
Eliezer and Rashbam apart from the earlier French commentators (cf. 
also Poznanski, pp. cxxix and cxxxv).
The extant manuscript of Eliezer's commentaries on Isaiah, 
Ezekiel, and the Minor Prophets is located at the Bodleian Library 
in Oxford. From other references it appears that Eliezer wrote 
commentaries on other books, if not on the entire Hebrew 
scriptures.
III. THE COMMENTARY ON MICAH
Poznanski, Nutt, and others have pointed out certain charac­
teristics of Eliezer's commentaries. We will discuss these as they 
relate to the commentary on Micah.
Poznanski says that Eliezer's style does not have the brevity 
of Rashi, the beauty of Kara, nor the simplicity of Rashbam. Never­
theless, it does have a quality of being straightforward and to the 
point (Poznanski, pp. cxxxix-cxlii). For example, in Mic 1:1 
Eliezer simply observes that Micah was from Mareshah, as the 
Targum indicates. Similarly, in 7:2 for the phrase, "The godly 
man has perished from the land," he says that there is no one to 
turn God's wrath from destruction, and only sinners and evil men 
are left among the people. That "They all lie in wait for blood"
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is simply explained as "human blood." Finally, "With a net" is 
tantamount to saying, "With a snare." All this is very straight- 
• forward with no mincing of words, and no homiletic elaborations 
or talmudic appropriation.
On occasion Eliezer, however, can be obtuse, or at least 
inelegant. For example, at 1:6 for the phrase, "A heap in the 
open country," Eliezer comments, "For a cleaning of sweepings of 
a field." At 1:11 he answers his question about why the verse 
says so much about mourning by ni 17131 ’iPl TTSP.m 13DD "pyp 
l'7XK I’lX"? llllPn ?ïxxn. At best there appears to be a certain 
superfluity in this answer (see the translation of 1:11 and foot­
note 18 for a discussion of all the problems surrounding the 
translation of this comment; ?a?l and are superscrip­
tions in the ms. and are either best omitted or left untranslated). 
Again, at 7:1 the phrase, "As when the summer fruit has been 
gathered," Eliezer explains by saying D ^ y m n  inD” Pn in
ip p V ]  D’ n p n n  V ip  y?pn  i^ iP ix  p i  p n a i  ix w ]  x *7P i i n ’ a ip
This I have translated, "These are the late ripening fruits which 
are defective among the produce, because there is nothing left 
except the gathering of the summer fruit." These illustrate that 
although Eliezer is generally straightforward, he can become 
muddled with his words (cf. also 2:6-11; 5:6; and 6:5). It is
where the MT of Micah is most troublesome that Eliezer himself 
becomes obscure or difficult.
Traditional interpretations figure prominently in the 
writings of the medieval Jewish commentators, especially since some 
of them, like Rashi, wrote commentaries on the Talmud as well. 
Eliezer seldom draws upon these traditions, preferring simple 
peshat to the sometimes fanciful derash. Eliezer makes no explicit
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reference to his medieval predecessors, though he does follow their 
interpretations on occasion in his commentary on Micah (e.g., 1:3, 
passim). He does make reference to the Targum in 1:1. In 6:1-4 
he utilizes targumic tradition; cf. especially the comments about 
Moses, Aaron, and Miriam. At 4:10 Eliezer quotes the rabbinic 
exegetical principle T m m  Vp "from minor to major," in order 
to make the point that these words held even more importance for 
the exilic community than the pre-exilic community to which they 
were addressed.
The meaning of Hebrew words or phrases is sometimes indicated 
by its French equivalent by commentators of this period. These are 
often a valuable source for adding to the lexical information of 
the French language, as well as indicating the commentator's 
understanding of the Hebrew. Eliezer gives a French equivalent on 
ten separate occasions: at 1:8 estordiz for VÏ1W n3*7X n‘7’'7X1
1:11 son étal for liimy ; 1:12 a de amender for lloV ; 1:13
atteléz for m i n  ; 1:14 faillance for 2T3X ; 2:10 déraciner for
‘7injl ; 3:3 rongerent for inX3 ; 4: 1 adrèzé for iidj ; 6:8
simplicité for yayp Î and 6:14 abattement for . (For a
complete discussion of the word in question see the appropriate 
verses and footnotes.)
Another characteristic of Eliezer's commentaries is his 
endeavor to date the prophecies or root them in historical circum­
stances. Sennacherib and Assyria figure most prominently in these 
references in the commentary on Micah. The adverse times depicted 
in 4:10 and 11 are equated with Sennacherib's invasion of Judah. 
Likewise the siege described in 4:14 is linked to Sennacherib, 
where Eliezer quotes 2 Chr 32:21 to explain that the "blow upon 
the cheek" refers to Sennacherib's shameful return to his land
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( ID? in 4:14 is said to be "from God," a pi. of majesty). The 
"peace" of 5:4 is peace from the Assyrian oppression. Since 
Eliezer links 7:8 and 9 with 4:11, these verses also refer to 
Sennacherib's oppression and his judgment by God.
Israelite kings are mentioned in three verses. The mention 
of Lachish as the "beginning of sin" in 1:13 is equated with 
Solomon and his acquisition of chariots and "foreign wives." At 
4:9 the phrase, "Why do you cry aloud?" is related to when Judah 
sought help from Egypt and Assyria "as in the days of Ahaz."
Quoting 2 Kgs 18:8 and 2 Chr 32:23, Eliezer ascribes the phrase in 
7:10, "Now she will be trodden down like the mire of the streets," 
to the days of Hezekiah.
The exile is mentioned four times by Eliezer. Mention has 
already been made above to 4:10 where the exile has to be inferred 
from Micah's words. At 1:11 the mention of "its support" being 
taken away is taken to mean the cities lost during both Israel's 
and Judah's exile. The couraient at 2:10 for "arise and go" is 
"into exile." Finally at 7:18 the "remnant of his inheritance" 
refers to those who remain "from the exile of Sennacherib."
On one occasion Eliezer looks to the past and connects 2:12 
and 2:13 with the exodus and conquest. Finally, at 4:9 and 5:1 
he sees a future fulfilment ("in the latter days") when the kingdom 
of GPd and the kingdom of David shall be established in Zion.
Grammatical notes are sparse in Eliezer's commentaries. At 
2:4 Eliezer observes that the nun in 131TP3 does not effect a 
change in meaning between the niph'al and the qal form also used 
there. He quotes other examples where the qal and the niph'al 
forms share the same meaning (however, 13TTP3 is actually a
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pi'el form). Eliezer comments that ?*7 in 2:4 is the same as 
saying ?*7y . Similarly, at 2:7 ipy? vi?2 is tantamount to saying 
apy? He observes that scripture does not always make these
distinctions. At 2:10 Eliezer says that "yariL is the "uprooting" 
of the "yan (Eliezer understands this as "rope; cord ;" but cf. RSV, 
"destruction), even as PlPd is the uprooting of the PTIP. Finally, 
the ' aleph in riDDX (4:6) serves as both the prefix and the root 
letter. These grammatical comments, though few in number, indicate 
Eliezer's awareness and knowledge of forms and usage. He does not, 
however, make explicit reference to Menachem ben Saruq or Dunash 
ibn Labrat in the commentary on Micah.
Variant readings in the medieval commentaries are difficult 
to assess.^  Since texts were not divided into chapter and verse, 
many so-called variants are simply a lapse of memory. Each variant, 
however, must be examined on its own merit. Furthermore, since we 
are working from an edited text, variants must be examined against 
the ms.
At 2:1 the ms. reads'OJllPnm T1X ?Vygi . Poznanski
"corrects" this to read DilllPnm yi ?Vygi as in the MT (he does 
say that ]IX is in the ms.). Poznanski assumes that the words 
are lemma and that a scribe has mistakenly written IIX, The 
ms. indicates rather that the words are not lemma but a paraphrase 
or shortening of the whole line which the following comments 
further elucidate.
At 3:8 the MT reads ?3]X sV l X  but the ms. reads ?3]X VlX. 
Again, this does not appear to be lemma, but only a paraphrase.
Since oViX seems to have dropped out of use in mishnaic Hebrew 
(Segal, §294), the use of "71X in its place would convey the 
appropriate meaning.
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The existence of a variant reading or vocalization at Mic 6:7 
seems more assured. Rather than reading n?‘7?x as "rams" (cf. RSV), 
Eliezer renders it as "oaks" (from which "rivers of oil" flow). 
Neither the versions nor the other medieval Jewish commentators 
express knowledge of this reading, and Eliezer himself gives no 
other clue except his comment that "rivers of oil" flow from the 
"myriads of oaks."
Eliezer also quotes texts outside of Micah which differ 
from the MT. Eliezer quotes Jer 15:18 at Mic 1:14. Rather than 
the rare form n’ilJ l?n he employs the more familiar n’fljl n?n 
( i7n is only used four times in the OT; cf. BPS, p. 224). At 
Mic 2:4 Eliezer cites Jer 50:6. There is no introductory formula 
such as U 33(though Poznanski inserts this in brackets), and the 
citation appears to be a paraphrase since the word order is 
altered and the qere is read in place of the kethib. The MT is 
TDVn nyiA-Vx inn 0?1D 1P D?in but Eliezer simply says m n
m i J l P  nyjA Vx. Finally,- Eliezer quotes 1 Kgs 5:11 (4:31) at 
Mic 6:9. Poznanski inserts n’lAH , as in the MT, but observes 
that the ras. reads y'Txn Vd a IBP ?n?1 . This would seem to
be a lapsus memoriae since there is no particular point to be made 
from this reading as opposed to the MT.
On occasion Eliezer quotes the Vulgate or christological 
interpretations, which he then refutes. In his commentary on 
Micah, however, he neither quotes the Vulgate nor refutes christo­
logical interpretations. Mic 4:14-5:5, the one passage where we 
might expect some comment, Eliezer interprets with respect to 
Sennacherib's invasion (4:14; 5:4 and 5) and the future ("end
times," cf. 5:1) Messiah (5:1-3). Rashi likewise does not call
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attention to the Christian interpretation of the passage. Evidently 
the positive value of saying what the passage means, rather than 
what it does not mean, was the best refutation of the christologi­
cal interpretation.
Eliezer is noted for his attempts to give rational explana­
tions of miracles, and his strict adherence to peshat. He never-
V
theless is influenced by astrology and the influence of the stars 
on man’s fate. In the commentary on Micah, Eliezer mentions *71)3, 
"luck, fate," on two occasions. At 1:12 the VTB of the kings 
of Judah begins to increase to the effect that the consequences of 
the Philistine rebellions are amended. Similarly, at 2:3 the *7TJ3 
of those "who devise evil on their beds" (2 :1) becomes weak "for 
it will be an evil time" for them.
Eliezer demonstrates his grasp of the Hebrew language by 
recognizing both paranomasia and biblical idiom. He makes special 
mention of word-play on five occasions: at 1:10 between iiA and
JA ; at 1:11 between ijxx and nxx? ; at 1:14 between i?T3N 
and iTDX; at 1:15 between p m ?  andnPTlB; and at 4:14 between JTTA 
and ?TTAiLI .
On numerous occasions Eliezer makes reference to idiomatic 
expressions in the text. For example, for the word lyBP in 1:2 
Eliezer says, "Every time a text speaks of hearing, paying atten­
tion, or listening to peoples, or heaven and earth, it is concerned 
with judgment." Similarly, at 2:4 is the "terminology of
exile." At 4:13 ?JBinn is said to be the "term of consecration," 
what we might call a "cultic expression." To illustrate or 
substantiate these observations Eliezer quotes other biblical 
passages where the terms occur.
Eliezer quotes biblical passages to explain terms which are
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not easy to explain, or to draw attention to analogous refer­
ences, or simply for clarificaton. For example, at 1:11 he quotes
Job 26:13 and Gen 49:21 to explain that the term i?3P has the
sense of "unveiled." At 6:14 Eliezer draws attention to the fact 
that those of the wicked generation shall not escape judgment, 
just as Hazael and Jehu did not let those who rebelled against 
their rule escape punishment (1 Kgs 19:17). Or finally, at 2:9 
Eliezer quotes Ezek 16:14 to clarify that "my glory" refers to 
"embroidered garments" (though he further notes that there is no 
glory without "honor and grace").
Finally, one of the most notable characteristics of Eliezer's 
commentaries is his concern to link words, phrases, and even verses 
or pericopes to their context rather than treating them in isola­
tion, as was the general practice during this period. Within a 
verse Eliezer may show how one word relates to another as in 1:4 
where "wax" is linked with "melting" in the previous stichos.
Eliezer also shows the development of an argument or a line of 
thought between verses, as in 1:14 where "therefore" gives occasion 
for Eliezer to recapitulate what was said in 1:13. This can also 
be developed within an entire pericope, as in 2:6-11 where Eliezer
refers both backwards and forwards from the word or phrase he is
commenting upon to other words or phrases in the passage. Finally, 
a verse from a later section of the book may be related to an 
earlier passage, as in 3:5 which Eliezer likens to 2:6-11, or in 
4:8 which recalls 2:12. This further demonstrates the coherence 
of the entire book.
In conclusion, we may observe that although Eliezer stands 
at the end of a distinguished line of commentators, he was not a 
mere compiler or synthesizer, or one who simply reiterates the
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the views of those who preceded him. Rather, Eliezer shows a 
surprising degree of independence and innovation. To be sure, he 
is a child of his age and agrees with his predecessors on numerous 
interpretations, but he is not a slave to his tradition nor his 
mentors. Eliezer is a learned pupil who preserves and enlarges 
upon the great learning of the medieval Jewish commentators.
II. THE TEXT AND MANUSCRIPT
The text edited by Poznanski has numerous deviations from 
the ms. Some of these may be explained as printing errors; how­
ever, there are a number of oversights or omissions by the 
editor himself.
The most common deviations are misprints or oversights—  
the omission or addition of a letter, one letter written in place 
of another, an incorrect reference, and so forth. Differences of 
a single letter occur at 1:13, Kin is printed for X ’n (cf. MT); 
at 1:14 1T3X is printed for 1?T3N (cf. MT); at 2: 12 a?JX3pi
is printed for OJXDpl ; at 3:3 DllV is printed for Dl"? ;
at 3:6 n'7’DNl is printed for n^DXl (it is usually scriptio
defectiva) ; at 4:9 ? is printed for ; at 6:9 npTX
is printed for pJX ; at 6:10 PXn is printed for P?n.
Occasionally these misprints or oversights slightly alter 
the intention. At 1:15 1J1X3P is printed for Hji 1X311' ; the
fem. suf. refers to "land." At 4:1 inülü is printed for inU3?5 
the imperfect suits the context better. At 4:14 XlFl is written 
for X’n ; the fem. pron. refers to "Assyria." At 5:1 n?n? is 
printed for l?n? ; and at 5:2 O n ’ll’X is printed for Qil31?X
either form could be employed though the ms. is to be preferred.
At 6:15 inÏ3X? is printed for imV3X? ; the pi. "enemies" is
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the subj, And finally at 7:2 INW] is printed for IINP] ; the 
pi. is more appropriate in the context.
On five occasions references are incorrectly given. At 
1:16 read Ps 103:5 for Ps 133:5; at 2:4 read 2 Sam 6:22 for 
2 Sam 10:22; at 4:6 read Gen 46:31 for Gen 36:41; at 4:8 read 
2 Kgs 5:24 for 1 Kgs 5:24; and at 7:3 read Ex 28:22 for Ex 28:14.
Of a more substantial nature are those occasions where words 
have been inserted that are absent from the ms., or the ms. has 
been corrected but not properly noted, or the division between 
phrases differs from that of the ms,, or where even the ms. has 
been mistakenly cited in the notes.
On three occasions Poznanski corrects a mistake in the ms. 
but fails to note it. . At 4:14 the ms. omits ‘7V before’n'7 
(cf. MT ?n‘7 Vy 13’ ). At 6:14 Poznanski omits an obvious ditto-
graphy of a whole line but fails to note it (see footnote 78). 
Finally, at 3:3 Poznanski corrects the transliteration of rongerent 
but then cites the ms. incorrectly (see footnote 47).
On several occasions Poznanski divides the text at a 
different point than the ms. but the division of the ms. yields a 
smoother sense. At 1:11 the ms. has a pause after "pasture" 
whereas the edited text runs the two sentences together (cf. 
footnote 17). At 1:12 the ms. has a pause after "the kings of 
Judah" whereas Poznanski omits this (cf. footnote 21). At 1:15 
the ms. has a stop after "on that side" and "73n belongs to the 
following sentence (cf. footnote 30). At 2:12 there is no stop 
after "in the midst" and n n n  is not in the ms. (cf. footnote 
42). At 3:2 the ms. does not have a pause until the middle of 
the line after "Jacob," but Poznanski pauses after 301B (cf.
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footnote 45 '). At 5:1 the question ends with 
"Bethlehem" not XX? (but cf. footnote 68). And finally at 5:3 
the printed text does not have a stop after "David;" rather 
appears to be a lemma (cf. footnote 72).
The ms. is cited incorrectly at 7:8. ?‘?yof the ms. is more
appropriate than Poznanski*s emendation to l‘7yi (he cites the 
ms. as reading iVy; cf. footnote 97). And at 7:12 Poznanski 
cites the ms. as reading DTD , whereas it clearly reads ifIS 
(cf. footnote 99). At 1:11 Poznanski incorrectly wrote "Israel" 
for "Judah" after iilVAl. At 4:14 he omits n?n after V .
And finally, at 5:1 Poznanski adds "Judah" after Bethlehem.
In the translation I have sought to be as literal as 
possible. On occasion, such as at 1:11, this has been all but 
impossible, and I allowed myself more freedom in order to make a 
smoother sentence in English. This is usually mentioned in a foot­
note so the reader may make his own decision. Lemma is underscored
to set it plainly apart from the comments, and citations of the 
text which are not lemma but form part of the comments are indi­
cated by inverted commas. The distinction is not always easy to 
maintain. The lemma and biblical quotations are usually rendered 
by the RSV translation except where this translation is clearly 
not the translation Eliezer had in mind.
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Commentary of Eliezer of Beaugency on Micah 
Chapter 1
1:1. The Morashtite: From Mareshah,^ as in its Targum.
1:2. Every place where it speaks of "hearing," "paying 
attention," or "listening" with respect to people, or heaven and 
earth, it is concerned with judgment (cf. 3:1; 6:1 and 2). My
testimony is a witness against you: To admonish and warn you if
you do not repent.
1:3. And he will tread upon the high ones of the land;^
He will humble and make lowly all the boastful and haughty.
1:4. Like wax: He calls every kind of oil "wax." This
relates to "they will melt."
1:5. And who are the high ones of J u d a h Those he will
9tread upon and make lowly.
1:6. A heap in the open country: A pile of refuse in a
field^^ where there is no inhabitant. And I will pour down her 
stones into the valley: As water is poured out (cf. 1:4).
1:7, And all her hires: Desirable things: silver, gold, 
embroidery, and precious stones which she procured for her idols. 
For from the hire of a harlot she gathered them: This is Samaria,
the hires of her idols with whom she committed idolatry. And unto 
the hire of a harlot; That is to say, their end is the same as
the hire of a harlot— to be lost and burned.
1:8. But for this I will lament and wail; 1 will go about
11 . 1 2 . .confused : In the vernacular, estordiz, in dismay.
1:9. For the wound of Samaria is incurable: So much so
that it reaches even "unto the gate of my people, even Jerusalem." 
On account of this, one should mourn since Judah and Jerusalem have 
become affected by it.
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1:10. Tell it not in Ggth: The wound of Jerusalem (cf.
1:9). ’’Lest the daughters of the Philistines rejoice” (2 Sam 1:20) 
and come upon us. There is a play on the words tiX arid 7A, In the 
house of Ophrah: Formerly from Ophrah (cf. 1 Chr 4:14?). You came
in secret and not openly. There is a play on the words igy and may.
1:11. Pass on your w a y : Depart from your place. Inhabi­
tants of Shaphir: Unveiled ( 71*77;^ ) as (in Job 26:13), "By his
wind the heavens are made fair ( n33B» ) > "  and (Gen 49:21), ?10N
that is, open ( o'»‘71An ) words. And thus he says, cease
from lamenting and mourning, in an exposed place which can be
seen and heard by the gentiles. Because of nakedness and shame;
. . 15Because of the unveiling of shame, that it should not be
unveiled to the enemy. n 7^y as (in Hab 3:9), "You uncover your
bow"; which is interpreted as "Your bow is surely u n c o v e r e d ^ ^
Also 0 inhabitant of Zaanan: A place where sheep regularly go
17out to pasture. You are warned that you should not go out
weeping and mourning. There is a play on the words nXX? and
IJKY • And why so much concerning mourning? Because when you
18mourn in a place near a local enemy, he will stir up and come 
and "take away his support," thus the cities that the kings of 
Israel and Judah took from him who was resisting them: for
example, the cities of Moab and Gilead which reverted to them in
the exile of Israel, and also the cities of the Philistines in
19 , 20the exile of Judah. liimy i%i the vernacular, son estai.
1:12. For they wait anxiously for good: The "inhabitant
of Maroth" waits anxiously for amends. [Maroth] as (in Jer 50:21),
"Go up against the land of Merathaim." They are the Philistines
who dwell beside them and continually rebel and revolt against the 
21kings of Judah; their luck begins to increase and she begins to
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amend the misdeeds that the kings of Judah did unto her.
Because evil has come down from the Lord: Who had treated them
well. And when calamity comes to Jerusalem, it is good for
Philistia, the inhabitant of Maroth and their rebellion. IIDÏ,
22in the vernacular, a deamender.
231:13. Harness, in the vernacular, atteléz. Binding and 
coupling to the horse, and the bull to the coach is called "harnes­
sing." And thus he says, "Bind the chariot to the team of horses." 
Run quickly, "0 inhabitant of Lachish," to escape and flee from 
the King of Assyria. Steeds, as (in Esth 8:14), "Mounted on their 
swift horses." The creature is very swift of foot. There is a play 
on the words K/Jl and . It was^^ the beginning of sin: The
chariot, "to the Daughter of Zion." For in you: Zion. Were
found the transgressions of Israel: At the beginning. For
Solomon increased for himself chariots, horses, and foreign wives; 
and because of them he sinned by commiting idolatry. Then his 
kingdom was divided and they sinned by means of the calves of 
Jeroboam. In Zion "were found" the beginning "of the sins of 
Israel."
1:14. Therefore : Because at the beginning "the sins of
Israel were found in you" (1:13), by means of foreign women. You
shall give: Your cities. As parting gifts: To foreign nations,
for they will seize your cities as parting gifts of the daughters
whom Solomon married, when you were exiled from your land,
except "Moresheth-Gath," which returned to her the land of her
inheritance that the kings of Judah had taken from her. Parting
gifts : Gifts that a man gives to his daughter when he sends her
from his home to her husband, as (in 1 Kgs 9:16% "And had given
it as dowry to his daughter, Solomon's wife'.,'! and (Ex 18:2), "After
25he had sent her away" and similar passages. Also, the houses of
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Achzib; This is a place, as (in Gen 38:3, "She was in Chezib *
Iwhen she bore him." And thus he says, "The houses of Achzib," -Iwhich are high and lofty. They will be deceitful and false to i
the kings of Israel, and they will not be saved by them. There is Î
ia play on the words 1 ? T 3 N  and 1T 3 N  . Deceitful, in the vernacu- 1
27 ilar, faillance; as (in Jer 15:18), "Wilt thou be to me like a |
deceitful brook?"^^ And thus in every form of ITD ; as also (in 4
iIsa 58:11), "(Like a spring of water) whose waters fail not." i11:15. Again a conqueror: Who had possession of the land j
at the beginning, "I will bring against you, 0 inhabitant of
Mareshah." "Unto Adullara will come" the conqueror to take ^
4possession "of the glory of Israel," and his strength which is in 
29that land. The glory of Israel: This refers to Mareshah and
Adullam, saying Mareshah and Adullam because they were the "glôry
30of Israel," and his strength is on that side. Everything the 
first conqueror will take possession of as at the beginning.
Shall come: This relates to "I will bring," because the conqueror
says, "I will bring." There is a play on the words WIT’ and
nwnin.
1:16. Make yourselves bald: By hand. And cut off (your
hair): By an instrument, as in the fashion of mourning. As the
eagle : Which is made bald and its feathers are plucked, and yet
31he grows others. This is as it says (in Ps 103:3), "So that your 
youth is renewed like the eagle's." For they shall go from you:
Because the first conqueror has taken possession of you (1:15).
Chapter 2
322:1. "And they work iniquity in their plans;" when they 
rise early in the morning, they perform their evil plan. Because 




do it, and they do not restrain themselves.
2:3. Behold, 1 am devising [evil]: Against your plans.
And you shall not walk haughtily: Erect. For your rebellious |
deeds shall be upon your neck, and they shall cause your strength 
to fail. For it will be an evil time: For you. And your luck
will become weak.
2:4. They will take up a taunt song against you: Those
who mourn. We are utterly ruined ( 1317^3 TTTiy ) : u n y  as
33(in 2 Sam 6:2#, [the niph'al] is as [the gal, ]
■?in*7|7. The nun is as [in the forms] qqj-, nTai33 ( 1 Sam 15:9) 
and (Esth 9:1).^^ Alas, for most certainly the
enemies "have completely destroyed us." The portion that was his 
will be allotted to my people in his land. He changes: So that
aliens and strangers divide it in his stead. How removes it again: 
and the enemy turns aside from there. From me ( 7*7 ): With respect à
to me ( 7<7y ). For behold, "to the rebellious," in order to |
separate us from the land, "he divides our fields" to our enemies,
as though we will never again return to the land. ni’iy is
oralways the terminology of exile and separation, [as] (in Jer 50:6),
"From mountain to hill they have gone" and (Ps 23:3)> "He restores 
my soul." If he separates me and causes me to wander from the |
good pasture, he will lead me back again in the "paths of right­
eousness" (Ps 23:3) to the pasture.
2:5. Therefore ; Because now "they oppress a man and his
house, a man and his inheritance (2:2)." You will not have an
heir in the land assigning a portion by lot, but strangers will 
apportion it.
2:6. "Do not preach"— thus they preach: The false
prophets say to my p r o p h e t s . S u r e l y  it is fitting that my
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îprophets should not preach to those who are nothing but scorners 
of their words. And the prophet "is not overtaken [by disgrace]."
2:7. Should this be said, 0 house of Jacob? For is it 
fitting that this word should be spoken in the house of Jacob— for 
I have always treated them well— that it is said to my prophets that 
that they should not prophesy and should not preach to them? Is 
the spirit of the Lord impatient? Perhaps I spoke to them through 
my prophets by my Spirit, to whom I gave a word, and it did not 
come to pass or was not fulfilled? Or perhaps these are his deeds "I
and works with regard to them, for in judgment they say to my 
prophets that they did not prophesy from me, so then they are my
deeds with them. Do not my words: Which I spoke through my
prophets, always "treat him well who walks uprightly" and performs %
justice. Thus why was this word spoken in the house, of Jacob?
Ipy? This is the same as 3py? , as it occurs many times
in scripture.
3 72:8. VinJKl ; Against my prophets the false prophet 
"raises my people as an enemy," because they mislead my people by 
by their falseness and wickedness to hate my prophets because of
my words spoken to them in my name. They do good for them (cf.
2:7) because they cause good and not evil, (as in Ps 120:7), "I 
am for peace; but when I speak, they are for war!" Thus do not 
say that their prophets and leaders and judges do good for my s
people. No because from the front of the robe: Where the poor
has nothing but a robe with which to cover his flesh, for in the 
night he covers it over with a coat for the sake of modesty lest 
his robe be seen upon his flesh; from there the one who passes 
on quietly is stripped of his coat. Those who pass b y : Resting
"from battle" because they imagined they were at peace with them
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and they were not on their guard.
2:9. The women of my people: The poor, you drive out from
the pleasant house; although there is nothing in it for you.
From their young children you take away my glory: That I placed
upon them, which is not yours. Forever: Indefinitely. My glory: |
This refers to embroidered garments, (as in Ezek 16:14), "For it 
was perfect through the splendour which I bestowed upon you." In 
any case, there is no glory without honour and grace.
2:10, And therefore rise u p : Even you from your house and
from your inheritance. And go ; Into exile. For this is no place 
to rest: Because of the defiling of the land by murder and lewd­
ness, you destroy and spoil for my people the share of their
38 'inheritance. Also, a strong portion: A certified and specific
lot from the days of your fathers, from the days of Joshua son of
Nun. *711111 : The uprooting of the '7an , just as ÿ-wstn (cf. Job
31:12) is the uprooting of B»nu>. *7inJ ", in the vernacular,
39déraciner. It occurs like this many times. And in all the 
contexts it speaks concerning the distribution of the allotment of 
the inheritance. And all of these evils you do through your false 
prophets about whom it says, " 'Do not preach* they preach" (2:6).
For "if^^ a man should walk after the wind" and vanity, and "tells 
a falsehood" [saying], "I will prophesy to you" a matter concerning 
"wine and strong drink," that leads astray, causing one to err and • 
lie; you would receive him and "he would be a spokesman for his 
people." But because my prophets rebuke you, you hate them and 
say to them, "Do not preach: (2:6), Yet my words are beneficial 
for you forever (cf. 2:7).
2:12. For I will surely gather all of you 0 house of Jacob;
From Egypt. You will collect them^^ before as sheep in a fold: As
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44comes through my prophets Moses and Joshua. The result is that 
my words are beneficial for you through my prophets (cf. 2 :7); and 
yet you say to them, "Do not preach (2:6)."
Chapter 3
3:1. And saying: To you. And therefore I say to you,
"Hear now:" My words and my reproof. Is it not for you to know
justice? To bring justice for the orphan and the oppressed from 
the hand of one stronger than he.
3:2. You who hate the good: This refers to "Hear now,
you heads of Jacob" (3:1). Who tear their skin: This refers to
those of "the house of Israel" (3:1).^^
3:3. And break [their bones] into-pieces:^^ inYS, in 
the vernacular, r o n g e r e n t this is reprisal for them.
And chop them u p : So that they dart about here and there in the 
distress of their heart^^ as if they were in a boiling pot.
3:4. Because they have made [their deeds] evil: Reprisal
2 2 2
enclosed sheep, quietly. For "in a fold" is like "Valley of 
Achor" (Hos 2:17 [2:15]) and "Valley of Jehoshaphat" (Joel 4:2 |
[3:21]). Like a shepherd of his flock; as a flock in the midst^^
of a quiet and restful place; as (in Ps 47:4), "He chose our 
inheritance for us." He brings [them] to rest and causes [them] 
to lie down. Thus you are t u m u l t u o u s , y o u r  cities because of 
the multitude of men.
2:13. For He who opens the breach will go up before them:
The angel whom I sent before you so that you drive out I
the peoples. They will break through: The walls. And pass:
The gate of the cities and leave by it. Their King will pass on 
before them: In order to conquer the land for them. And all this
according to the evil which.they do to my people. This is
addressed to the rulers and leaders.
3:5. And concerning the prophets who lead my people astray:
To do evil. Thus says the Lord: "Those who bite with their teeth"
and eat with them, and thereby "they proclaim" for them "peace"
from me. ''And those who put nothing into their mouths:"**They declare
49holy war against him" from me by prophesying disaster against 
him.
3:6. It shall be night to you: It will be night for you
and darkness and gloom?^ without a vision.
3:7. They shall cover their lips: Like a mourner; for
there is not a divine answer in their mouths, only magic,
idolatry, and the deceit of their heart. And when their word
does not come to pass and is not fulfilled, then they become
ashamed and embarrassed.
513:8. But "as for me." Because I am a true prophet; 
am filled with power, with the spirit of the Lord and with justice 
and might: And not magic and deceit. To declare to Jacob his
transgression: I will not be afraid, and I will not be terrified
into flattering them.
3:10. With blood: Which they spill, and they take the
houses of the poor and use them to build for themselves towers
and citadels.
3:11. Yet they lean upon the Lord: So that he may deliver
them. Is not the Lord in our midst? Even though each of us does
what he wants.
3:12. Because of you: Because you "build Zion with blood­
shed and Jerusalem with violence*" (3:10). And the mountain of the 
52house : Because you trust in it [saying], "Is not the Lord in
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our midst?" (3:11) A wooded height: To a height in a scrub of a
forest. Until the latter days.
Chapter 4
4:1. It shall come to pass in the latter days: For I had I
planned to banish them in exile and to make your land a desolation. %
IThat the mountain of the house of the Lord; Which had become a .5
"wooded height" (3:12). Shall be established; In the vernacular,
53adrèzé. This is like (Isa 16:5), "Then a throne will be 
established" and (Prov 24:3), "And by understanding it is estab­
lished." As the highest; As a summit of a mountain is recognized 
and well-known. And all the nations will be radiant in it:^^ In 
hope and trust because they will trust in it.^^ For my house will 
be called a house of prayer for all nations (cf. Isa 56:7), and 
they will not be disappointed in their prayer which they pray in 
it. And they will be. radiant, a s  (in Ps 34:6), "Look to him, 
and be radiant; so your faces shall never be ashamed." And they |
Iwill be enlightened, their faces will shine, the shame of their .
faces will be reversed. And this is proven in every context.
4:2. Therefore let us go up to the mountain of the house 
the Lord; "That he may teach us his ways." And he will judge 
between us after we are delivered by him. For out of Zion shall 
go forth the law: For us. And we have no desire for teaching
and judgment except it goes forth from him.
4:3. And he shall judge: God [judges] between many
nations, who contend among themselves; that is to say, they 
receive for themselves together his judgment and verdict as 
worthy of guilt. And they shall beat their swords: Because they
were waging war with them and struggling one against the other. j
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Into ploughshares: For with divine justice they shall come to be |
acquitted, each man with his own acquittal and not by a sword or 
a spear. Neither shall they learn war any more: For the judgment f
will distinguish between them and the Law of the God of Jacob will 
put an end to their strife.
4:4. But they shall sit: Israel.
4:5. But we will walk in the name of the Lord: Not in the
name of their gods.
4:6.and 7. ngpN , this is as n'73Nl (Gen 27:25).
That is, the one 'aleph serves for both the root letter and the 
prefix. As (in Gen 46:31)^^ m O N l  , and many other times in
Scripture. The lame: The rams of the flock and their goats have
been smitten with their horns. They are the poor and the desti­
tute which the leaders of the people and their judges drive out 
and expel: Those whom I have afflicted: Likewise "I will gather"
and "the Lord will rule over them" in his Holy Place, and he will Ï
"Pass before them" (2:13). And who will be their shepherd?
4:8. And you, 0 tower of the flock: [Hill of the daughter
of Zion]^^ the stronghold of the daughter of Zion. To you shall
it come, the former dominion shall come: Of the house of David.
And he calls Zion "tower of the flock" because it was the house '7
of the community of Israel; thus he Likens it above to a flock of ^
sheep, for the "tower of the flock" is as "sheep of a fold" and 
"Valley of Achor" (Hos 2:17 [2:15]), and "Valley of Jehoshaphat" II
(Joel 4:2 [3:21]). "ygy as (in Isa 32:14), "The hill and the 
watchtower," and (2 Kgs 5:24^^) "And when he came to the hill."
4:9. N o w : Since also in the latter days the kingdom of
your God and the kingdom of the house of David shall be estab­
lished^^ in Mount Zion. Why do you cry out aloud? Afterward,
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Ai m m )  this must be inferred since you have not yet gone into exile 
and you are still in your land, and you have not yet gone into 
the hand of your enemies. So therefore "why do you cry out" 
afterward?
4:11. For now in the days of Sennacherib many nations are 
assembled against you: Your neighbours with the King of Assyria
and all his glory. Who say in their heart, "Ah! Ah!" against 
you. Let her be profaned: For the land is polluted by blood and
nakedness; and the day has come "when our eye gazes upon Zion." 
And this is the day that wait for when we think your end has come.
4:12. But they do not know the thoughts of the Lord: For
he gathered them for their destruction, and not your destruction. 
But as a man gathers sheaves to the threshing floor: To thresh;
and after he gathers them, he brings his cow and she threshes them.
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for you go to seek help from Egypt and Assyria; as, for example, in
the days of Ahaz when it was prophesied, "Is there no king in you? |
Has your counselor perished?" For your God is still in your
midst and the kingdom of the house of David is yet established, f
and my prophets who teach you for [your] benefit. Therefore,
hearken to their voice and their counsel. That pangs have seized |’ 1
you like a woman in travail: Because of the kings of Assyria.
4:10. Writhe: Since you have pain like a woman in child­
birth. And groan: Then you will give birth and feel relief,
like a woman in childbirth; because of the calamity of Sennach- !
erib. For also now after this when you shall "go forth from the "i
city and dwell in the open country; you shall come to Babylon," for 
it is a distant land. Nevertheless, "there you shall be rescued, 
there the Lord will redeem you from the hand of your enemies."
On the principle of interpretation "from minor to major"^^ (*717 y
4:13. Thus, arise and thresh, 0 daughter of Zion, for I 
will make your horn iron: To gore all who stand before you. And
your hoofs I will make bronze: In order to thresh. You shall
beat in pieces many peoples: Those who are gathered against you.
■»r.Û3nm : This is a term of consecration.
4:14. Now you shall cut y o u r s e l f You shall shear 
yourself. Daughter of M a r a u d e r s Because "he lays siege 
against us";— that is,^^ Assyria— against her kings, her princes, 
and her people; all of them have perished. For, with a rod they 
strike : From heaven. Upon the cheek: In disgrace; as, for
example (Ps 3:8 [3:7]), "for thou dost smite all my enemies on 
the cheek." [They strike] Sennacherib, King of Assyria, because 
he had come^^ to appoint judges among them to judge Israel. God 
strikes his cheek^^ and breaks his teeth, and causes him to return 
in disgrace and ignominy. And thus is says (in 2 Chr 32:21), "So 
he returned with shame of face to his own land." There is a play 
on words with *TTTA ,
Chapter 5
5:1. But you, 0 Bethlehem Ephrathah: This relates to "and
you, 0 tower of the flock" (4:8). To change it to the latter days.
Who is too little to be among the clans of Judah: Small and*lowly
in the land of his enemies, to be ruler even among the clans of
Judah, his tribe, because there will not be^^ even a captain of a 
clan in his tribe in the exile. From you shall come forth for me 
one who is to be the ruler: Even throughout all the land of
Israel in the latter days. And from where will he go forth? From 
B e t h l e h e m . And his origins; These are the ancients who emerged 
from of old, from the seed of Jesse the Bethlehemite, that is David
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5:2. Therefore : Because he is small and lowly in the f
69exile and he has no dominion to rule his people. He will put;
That is, set his people at rest: in the exile, in the land of his %
captors. "Until the time" of the end when "she who is in labour"
gives birth; in her pain. She is Israel in the exile. Has
brought forth: And will feel relief. And "until the time" of
the end when the "remnant of his brothers" from the rest of the
cities of Judah return to their land, with the "sons of Israel"
from their exile. Until that time they will be small and his
70people will be in the hand of their enemy.
5:3. And then he shall stand: To rule over them and
shepherd them "in the strength" of the trust of the Lord in whom
he will trust. Then they will return: T o  him gradually,
then all the rest of the sons of their exile will return because $'Î
they hear that a king rules in Judah and Jerusalem from the house i
72of David. laP’ ' Which should be interpreted as
above, and not as some say that they will return before he becomes 
king. For now: At once, at the beginning of his kingdom. He
shall be great to the ends of the earth: Because God begins to
make him great and puts the dread and fear of him among all the 
nations who will hear reports of him, and they will become agitated 
and anxious because of him. Therefore all of them put their mind 
to return to him from all the places to which they have been 
dispersed.
5:4. And this shall be peace: The word is used
because they will be as one group for peace between them. For
Assyria when he comes into our land: When he begins to prey as a
lion in a sheepfold, all of them will unite against him, as one 
73group. That we will raise against him seven shepherds: In order
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to drive him out. And eight princes of men; Leaders over men.
And not as at first when Israel was divided and each rejoiced in 
the fall of his neighbour, and these decreased in strength so that *
they could not oppose him. "Seven" and "eight" as (in Qoh 11:2),
"Give a portion to seven, or even to eight," and not as a precise 
number.
5:5. They shall shepherd the land of Assyria with a sword: '4
These are the shepherds. And the land of Nimrod; This is Nineveh,
Resen, Calah, and Rehoboth-Ir.(c f . Gen 10:11 and 12). All of them
belong to Assyria, as it is written, "From that land he went to
Assyria," Nimrod went to Assyria. n’riilDi : Unto the gate
75they will make war with them. He shall deliver: The Davidic
king will deliver his people from Assyria. And if you should ask 
how the nations among whom they live will allow them to return to 
their land: therefore, it continues,
5:6. Then the remnant of Jacob shall b e : Those who remained
who have not yet gone forth. In the midst of many peoples: For
they were in their land, although they were few in number. "As dew" 
and "rain". Go forth "from the Lord." Which tarry not for m e n :
For they are not prevented by him from going forth, thus they will 
go forth among them from the Lord, unwillingly, and they will not 
wait for them that they should give them permission, for they will 
not be hindered by them from leaving. It is an expression of 
"remnant" and "many people." And if you say they are prevented 
by them to leave, or pursued after and brought back, then the 
text continues:
5:7. "And the remnant of Jacob shall be in the midst of 
nations and in the midst of many people" as a single "lion in the 
midst of numerous beasts of a forest"; which if it passes among
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them, it tramples and devours them and there is no rescuer. For f
there is no shepherd to rescue the beasts of a forest, and even 
among flocks of sheep who can stand aainst it? And hence dread f
of him will fall upon them, "and there is none that moved a wing, .i
or opened the mouth" (Isa 10*. 14).^^ I
5:8-13. And then your hand shall be lifted up against your i
adversaries : The horses and chariots which are mentioned here,
and the cities, fortresses, sorcerors, magicians, idols, sacred I
images, and Asherism, all of them in which they had previously 
trusted, therefore they shall be cut off. For they will not be an 
object of trust for you any more, but [there will only be] trust 
in me. Therefore, your hand shall be lifted up against your 
adversaries : Annihilation facing annihilation, when all those
things shall be cut off, which you should not trust in, only me 
[you should trust in], then your adversaries shall be cut off.
Chapter 6
6:1-4. What the Lord says: Unto me. Arise, plead your
case : With my people. Before the mountains: As though to say, -i
in the presence of the mountains and the hills, as it is rightly 
understood. Hear, you mountains, the controversy of the Lord:
With his people. What have I done to you? What evil, that you 
have forsaken m e . In what way have I wearied you? And have I 
burdened you with my worship that you go to serve other gods? For 
this is what I have done for you: "I brought you up from the land
of Egypt." Moses and Aaron: To teach and instruct the men.
Miriam: [To teach] the women. [These were given] to direct you in
in the good way, so that you do not sin.^^
6:5. Remember what Balak King of Moab devised: At Shittim
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to curse you. And what Balaam the son of Beor answered him; That 
"I was hindered by him" (Num. 22:13) from cursing you, because of
i
my love for you. And remember the good things with which I 
rewarded you "from Shittim until you came to Gilgal," so that you 
might conquer the land. For whereas I did not give you other good 
things corresponding to it, so that you would serve me forever.
Therefore, remember these things because this you know and thus %
you recognize "the saving acts of the Lord.*' For he is righteous I/
and upright with respect to you, and thus you should say, "The î
Lord is righteous."
6 :6 . With what shall I come before the Lord; Concerning 
all these good things; what offering shall be sufficient that I 
should come before him to recompense him for these things. Shall 
I come before him with burnt offerings: For all the animals of
Lebanon will not be sufficient for a burnt offering (cf. Isa 40:16).
6:7. Is the Lord pleased with thousands of oaks, with 
myriads of oaks from which rivers of oil flow?^^ He has rewarded 
me with all these good things so that I may honour him. And if I 
should sin against him, perhaps I should give to him "my first 
born" for a burnt offering? Then he will be pleased with me 
because in this he delights; and the "fruit of my body" I will 
offer him on account of the "sin of my soul." No, he is not 
pleased with this! All this you recognize and know.
796 :8 . Perhaps A man has shown you what is good: ‘ In his
own eyes; all which is yours, you shall give him. And what does 
the Lord require of you? From your money. This thing only [is 
required], to do justice: Between a.man and his neighbour. And
to love kindness: To the poor and the needy. Humbly: In conduct.
To walk with your God: Behaving towards him with reverence, glory,
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80and holiness. y32f71 , in the vernacular, simplicité, as
(in Prov 11:2), "But with the humble is wisdom." And what does
the Lord require of you: This is the word of the prophet which
he said to Israel, and it does not refer to the one "who has
told you what is good" [in his own eyes],
6:9. The voice of the Lord cries to the city: Like a king
who besieges a city calls them to pay that they should return and
assemble before him for judgment at the appointed day. And it is
sound wisdom: Judgment and righteousness^^ come to look upon^^
your name, because he hears the evil name before him from you.
This is like (Gen 18:21), "I will go down to see whether they have
done altogether according to the outcry which has come to me; and
if not, I will know." "jOP as (in Ezek 16:14), "And your renown
went forth among the nations" and (1 Kgs 5:11 [4:31]). "And his ïî
83fame was in all the nations. Hear, 0 Tribe: The rebuke,
because he shall rebuke you if you do not repent. And who has 
appointed it yet? The city for judgment before him for sound 
wisdom and other justice, because he begins to strike them with 
his staff. Therefore, it is better to repent beforehand; thus 
they ask and inquire :
6:10. Are there^^ still treasures of wickeness in the
house of the wicked?^^ Ultimately [the wicked] will be found guilty 
by them. And the scant measure: It was deficient because it was
measured for others. For it is cursed: And despised in the eyes 4
of God, And the injustice will be brought back upon his hand, 
so long as they were in my hand.
6:11. Shall I acquit: Before God, thus you say among 
yourselves.
6:12. Whose rich m e n : In her midst; this refers to the
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1"voice of the Lord calling to the city (6:9)." Because the rich
men in her midst are filled and become rich by violence. I
6:13. Therefore I have caused you to become ill by striking
you because of your sins:^^ If you do not repent because of the striking. |
Making you desolate: Because evildoers cause desolation for you.
6:14. Because you shall eat, but not be satisfied: Tit for
tat, corresponding to the ephah and scant measure. It may also be
said "making you desolate," as (in Ezek 3:15), "overwhelmed among 
87them." And there shall be hunger: The food is stirred up and
rumbles in your midst, that is, in your belly, until you vomit it 
88up. , as (in Ps 42:6), "My soul is cast down within me."
89In the vernacular, abattment. You shall put away: Turn back
90because of your enemies. And you shall not escape: One who has
escaped. And whoever you rescue, I will give to the sword: Either
by your hand or the hand of another. It is like (1 Kgs 19:17), ï
"And him who escapes from the sword of Hazael shall Jehu slay."
91 T6:15. But not reap: Because your enemies will eat it. >
1
6:16. Because you have kept: The one who escaped among
you. The statufeesoof Omri: Walking in them, and not taking
instruction from his companions who have fallen by the sword, by %
the hand of their enemies. The scorn of my people: Who shall be
"a desolation" and "a hissing" for all who pass by, near you.
You shall bear [it]. For you the enemies shall insult, by what 
they say to the people every day: "Where is your king, princes,
and those who save you in all your cities?" (Cf. 4:9; Jer 3:28.) S
The king, princes, and great men of the people were found to be t;




7:1. Woe is m e : The prophet is the mourner instead of the
people. And thus it is the custom of the prophet to speak the
words of the people instead of them, as (in 6:11), "Shall I acquit
the man with wicked scales?" and (Qoh 2:15), "What befalls the
fool will befall me also; why then have I been so very wise?"
This should be associated with the-words above; for when the
people who are in the city hear the words of the great king who
calls them on the appointed day for justice, they begin crying 
92and mourning what should they do at the day of judgment, and 
who shall stand for them in the day of the anger of the Lord?
Woe is m e ; For I have no one to step into the breach and it is 
without protection. As when the summer fruit has been gathered:
These are the late ripening fruits which are defective among the 
produce, because there is nothing left except the gathering of the 
summer fruit,
7:2. Thus: The godly man has perished from the land: For
there is no one to step into the breach to turn his wrath from the
93destruction, and only evil men and sinners are left among the 
people. Because they all lie in wait for blood: Human blood.
With a net: A snare.
7:3. Their hands are upon what is evil, to do it diligently; f
As a man watches to do the evil of both hands well and correctly, |
for they rob an oppress them. The prince; Because it was his
responsibility to do it well and correctly. Asks : For a bribe.
And the judge ; He also is partner to the payment, for he has no 
desire to do justice for the one robbed by the robber; only after­
ward will he divide with him payment from the plunder. The great 
man : He is a person of eminence, for it was his responsibility to
234
jspeak righteousness. Utters the evil desire of his soul: When therobbed one comes, between them they twist, make great, and streng­
then the evil. Thus they weave it together: This is as (Exod
9428:22), "You shall make twisted chains like cords." Because 
when the prince, judge, and the great man strengthen the hand of 
the robber, it is a great evil and entanglement; and a triple cord |
is not easily cut (cf. Qoh 4:12).
7:4. The best of them: The best of the princes, judges,
and great men. Like a brier: In a thicket hedge which sticks out.
A thorn hedge: Because a man becomes entangled and enmeshed among
them, and he is stuck and torn until he cannot get out of them, 
and so is the upright among them. And thus is its interpretation. t
The best of them are as briers and thus upright. Like which brier? ;
Like a brier of a thorn hedge. And thus one could say, the best I;
of them are straight like a brier of a thorn hedge, and thus is says jf
(in Prov 15:19), "The way of the sluggard is overgrown with thorns,
but the path of the upright is a level highway." The straight path
is set opposite the thicket of thorns, thus also here the upright .
and the thorn [are set opposite each other]; and his neighbour 
95denounces him. The day of your watchmen: Because a man expects
uprightness from their justice. Then your punishment has come: To
render you guilty. Now: When the opinion is acquittal, then "their
confusion is at hand" for you. And if you say thus, they are the 
judges and the princes, but they are really your neighbours and %
your brothers; and [if you say] the men of your deliverance will 
not betray you, this is not so because:
7:5. Put no trust in a neighbour, have no confidence in a 
friend: The one who was taught and reared with you from his youth.




of your mouth: Do not reveal your advice and counsel.
7:6. Also, the son treats the father with contempt: He ?
throws off his kindness and despises him; thus, such is the evil of this 
generation. And for whom do I watch? And do I long for the day 
of punishment? And who will defend me?
7:7. But as for m e : Since there is no one who defends
me in judgment. I will look to the Lord; Let me surrender myself
to the hand of the Lord, for his mercies are great; but unto the 
hand of men I will not fall (cf. 2 Sam 24:14). And my assurance 
is that my God will hear m e : He will deal with me with long-
suffering and great loving kindness with justice and not according
7:8. Rejoice not over me, 0 my enemy: These are the many
97peoples who are assembled against me with Sennacherib who said,
"Let her be profaned and let our eyes gaze upon Zion" (4:8). When 
I fall: For Sennacherib seized all the cities of Judah with
fortified walls; he passed through and invaded it. 1 shall rise:
For he returned shamefacedly to his own land, all his army fell 
dead. This is like "when I sit in darkness," then "the Lord will :|
be a light to me," eventually (7:8).
7:9. I will bear the indignation of the Lord: And I shall |
1-suffer. Because I have sinned against him: For it is a remission |
of sin, and not for «destruction. Until he pleads my cause and ]
executes judgment for m e : From Sennacherib.
7:10. Then my enemy will see: The one who said in her 
heart, "(Now) where is the Lord your God?"— the justice of God and 
his vengeance for he will avenge me. And shame will cover her:
For she was expecting to gloat over me, but "my eyes will gloat 
over he." And this is not as it says (in 4:11), "Let our eyes
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Tgaze upon Zion." Because now she will be trodden down: By me.
Like the mire of the streets: In the days of Hezekiah. As it is 
written (2 Kgs 18:8), "He smote the Philistines as far as Gaza 
and its territory, from watchtower to fortified city," and also 
(2 Chr 32:23), "So that he was exalted in the sight of all nations 
from that time onward."
7:11. A day for the building of your walls; For God shall 
build your walls which are cracked. In that day the boundary shall 
be far extended: Your enemies, because high rank and royalty will
be cut off from them.
7:12. In that day for they will come to you: The foe and
the enemy, and they shall be humbled before you. And which of them
will be humbled by you and come unto you? From Assyria and all the 
fortified cities which belonged to it; such as Nineveh and the
great city and her environs— Resen, Calah, and Rehoboth-ir (cf.
98Gen 10:8-12). And from the fortified cities unto the river:
99The Euphrates. And sea: Unto the sea. From sea: It is as if
he said, "From sea to sea" ( 0 ? lyi D?n ). It is similar to
(Ps 72:8), "From sea to sea, and from the river to the ends of the
earth." And thus also (Exod 23:31), "And I will set your bounds
from the Red Sea to the sea of the Philistines, and from the wild­
erness to the Euphrates." A mountain of the mountain: T h e  
highest hills that are in the mountains. This is like "the holy 
of holies" (cf. e.g., Num 4:4, "The most holy").
7:13. And it will b e : Their land. Will become desolate
because of its inhabitants: Your enemies. For the fruit of their
doings : Which they did to you. Because of this the prophet finds
an opportunity to pray for them:
7:14. Shepherd thy people with thy staff: May you chastise
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them, and instruct them in the way of goodness and uprightness.
That they might dwell alone: In safety, "in a forest in the midst
of a garden land." As in the days of old: Like in the days of
David and Solomon.
7:15. I will show him marvelous things: There will be a
highway for them in the sea and in the river for his feet to cross
over as it is clear in Isaiah.
7:16: They shall lay their hands on their mouths: For they
do not answer Israel. And it is as if their ears shall be deaf:
Before them, because they do not listen. This is like (Ps 38:14),
"Yea, I am like a man who does not hear, and in whose mouth are 
no rebukes,"
7:17. They shall lick the dust like a serpent: By
prostrating themselves before Israel. As (in Isa 49:23), "With
their faces to the ground they shall bow down to you, and lick the
dust of your feet." And thus also it says (in Ps 72:9), "May they
fear thee and bow down before him, and his enemies lick the dust."
Because they shall fear and shut themselves off in their enclo- 
102sures and their fortresses. From whom shall they fear? "They 
shall turn in dread to the Lord our God."
7:18. Pardoning iniquity: Who removes sin from before his
eyes. And passing over transgression: As if he does not see it
and does not wish to consider it. For the remnant of his inheri­
tance : Those who remain from the exile of Sennacherib.
7:19. He will tread: "So that they may not be seen." Into the 
depths : As if they were in the depths so that they do not come 
to his attention.
7:20. Thou wilt show faithfulness; You will establish 
for Jacob the steadfast love of Abraham which "thou hast sworn
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thought the name of the Messiah, the Torah, repentance. 
Paradise, Hell, the throne of God and the Temple were 
created before the world (cf. Peshah 54a).
The Yalkut includes a sentence not in the Talmud (without
designating the source) which says that Isaac is established 
near-by, standing at the "Valley Of Gehenna" to save his sons 
from future judgment.
The. Talmud mentions the Messiah before Elijah but cf. Mal 
3:23 (4:5), "Behold, I will send you Elijah the prophet 
before the great and terrible day of the Lord comes."
Cf. B, Celles, Peshat and Derash in Rashi's Commentary of the 
Bible, Ph.D. Thesis, London, "It emerges therefore that 
Rashi's concept of peshat lacks a basic ingredient of 
rational exegesis, i.e., the claim to an exclusive meaning 
of the text of Scripture," p. 107.
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38. W. Neil, "The Criticism and Theological Use of the Bible,
1700-1950," CHB III, p. 238, quoting L, Stephen, English 
Thought in the Eighteenth Century.
CHAPTER 3. THE EXEGESIS OF MICAH 4:14-5:5
1. B. Renaud, Structure et Attaches Littéraires de Michée IV-V. %
Paris: 1964.
2. B. Stade, "Bemerkungen iiber das Buch Micha," ZAW 1 (1881),
pp. 161-172; cf. also 7 ^  3 (1883), 4 (1884)7 6 (1886),
23 (1903).
3. Cf. K. Jeppesen, "How the Book of Micah Lost Its Integrity,"
ST 33 (1979), pp. 121-131 .
4. Note also the use of n i a  in 2 Sam 22:30 as a parallel term 4
to Tiy , "wall." RSV translates this as "Yea by thee I 
can crush a troop, and by my God I can leap over a wall."
Holliday, however, cites TiTA in 2 Sam 22:30 as meaning 
"wall."
5. J. T. Willis, "Micah 4:14-5:5; A Unit," V T 18, pp. 529-547.
6 . The proposal of T. K. Cheyne ("Micah," Critica Biblica, Amster- |
dam: 1970, pp. 153-163) thatniA is a corruption of 
"Gilead" and?nanh should be emended to , whereby ^
he reconstructs the verse (on the analogy of Ps 3:8) to 
read, "Now stir thyself, 0 people of Gilead at Zarphath 1
they shall smite the raiders of Ismael on the cheek," has 




7. In a private communication. Professor W. McKane said that he
favours this interpretation of Jer 5:7, though he reads the 
sin of yawxi as a shin, "When I put them under oath."
8 . Perhaps also germane to Jer 5:7 is the combination of sexual
licentiousness and physical brutality that characterizes 
certain goddesses of antiquity. M. Pope says, "The combi­
nation of beauty and terror which distinguishes the Lady of 
the Canticle also characterizes the goddess of Love and War 
throughout the ancient world . . . The goddess Anat of the 
Ugaritic myths is elsewhere in the myths distinguished for 
her violence, but she is also the ideal of feminine beauty"
(p. 562, Song of Songs, New York: 1977).
9. The verse division of the MT suggests that they also under­
stood this verse to follow from 4:13, perhaps under the
influence of Tg's translation. The verse division in the 
Christian tradition seems to follow from Jerome and V.
10, Cf. T. Collins, Line Forms in Hebrew Poetry. Rome: 1978,
pp. 42f., and J. Kugel, The Idea of Biblical Poetry. New




11. Cf. w. Chomsky, "The Ambiguity of the Prefixed Prepositions |
,2 in the Bible," JQR 61 (1970-71), pp. 87-89.
12. We may even carry this one step further. If n were origin- -y
ally part of the text, and read as a rhetorical question 
which required a negative answer, this may account for the |
negative reading in the Lucianic text and perhaps in Matt 2:6 I
(cf. eg. Tg and P turning the rhetorical question in Mic 7:18 
into a negative statement).
13. Cf. also Allen, "Small in respect of being among Judah's clans"
and T. Lescow, "Das Begurtsmotiv in den Messianischen 
Weissagungen bei Jesaja und Micha," ZAW 79 (1967), pp. 172- 
207.
14. Matt 2:6 also omits fty but it is doubtful that this has
influenced P in so insignificant a matter (cf. p. ).
15. J. Fitzmyer, " i^ as a Preposition and a Particle in Micah 5:1
(5:2)," CBQ 18 (1956), pp. 10-13.
16. He also cites two articles each by W. Albright, Basor 82, p. 49;
CBQ 7, pp. 24-5; and Eitan, AJSL 45, pp. 202f., ^  74, 
pp. 15-6.
17. T. Muraoka, "On the So-called Dativus Ethicus in Hebrew," JTS
29 (1978), pp. 495-498, argues that it is ill-advised to 
apply the ethical dative to Biblical Hebrew. He argues,
'"The preposition lamedh followed by the matching pronominal 
suffix seems to have the effect of creating a self-contained 
little cosmos around the subject . . .  an effect of focusing 
on the subject" (p. 497). This, however, does not affect 
our argument that the MT need not be emended.
18. J. Barr, Biblical Words for Time. London: 1962,
19. G, von Rad, Old Testament Theology, vol. II. New York: 1965,
p. 170.
20. Cf. R. Clements, Isaiah 1-39, Grand Rapids: 1980; H. Wild-
berger, Jesaja 1-12, Neukirchen-Vluyn: 1965-72; W. McKane,
"The Interpretation of Isaiah vii, 14-25," VT 17 (1967), 
pp. 208-219.
21. The form-iay"»loccurs only here and Amos 9:14 without athnach or
soph pasuq'(cf. Isa 65:21).
22. J. M. Allegro, "Uses of the Semitic Demonstrative Element ^  in
Hebrew," VT 5 (1955), pp. 309-313.
23. Kugel criticizes Lowth's classification of Hebrew parallelism
in three broad types; "This classification, far from illumi­
nating, simply obscured the potential subtleties of the form: 
everything now fell into one of three boxes" (p. 12, italics 
added).




CHAPTER 4. ELIEZER OF BEAUGENCY
1. The ms., housed at the Bodleian Library, Oxford, is listed as
MS 0pp. 625.
2. Our principal source of information concerning Eliezer is found
in S. Poznanski's masterful study, Eliezer aus Beaugency,
Kommentar zu Ezechiel und den XII Kleinen Propheten, Warsaw,
1910, 2 vols. Note should also be made of Commentaries on 
the Later Prophets by R. Eleazer of Beaugency. I. Isaiah, 
edited by J. W. Nutt (London: 1879). Cf. also S. A. Horo-
dezky, "Eliezer Aus Beaugency," Cols. 459-60, Enc Jud, Band 6 
(Berlin: 1930) and A. Grossman, "Eliezer of Beaugency,"
Cols. 630-31, Enc Jud, vol 6 (New York: 1971).
3. Cf. J. Reiner, "The English Yosippon," JQR 58 (1967/68),
pp. 126-142; J. ben Goren, "Sefer Yosippon," The Jewish 
Encyclopedia, vo. 7 (New York:1904ff.).
4. For Rashbam cf. R. B. Salters, The Book of Ecclesiastes: Text
Versions and History of Exegesis, Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis,
University of St. Andrews: 1973.
5. Cf. S. Esh, "Variant Readings in Medieval Hebrew Commentaries,"
Textus V (Jerusalem: 1966), pp. 84-92; and R. B. Salters,
"Possible Variant Readings in a Medieval Hebrew Commentary,"
JJ.S 30 (1979), pp. 85-90.
6 . The translator(s) of the Targum did not connect in
vs. 1 with Moresheth-Gath (1:14), but with Mareshah (1:15).
Early commentators are divided on the reference of the 
apellative. Rashi and Luther follow the Targum, but Jerome «
connects it with Moresheth-Gath: Porro quod supra urbem
prophetae haereditatem interpretati sumus: sciat
lector in feodem versiculo quem posuimus: proptera dabit
emissarios super haereditatem Geth: in Hebraeo pro haeredi- |
tate Geth: ]U ilKfnO positum. I
7. RSV reads, "High places of the land."
8 . RSV reads, "What is the sin of the house of Judah?" following
the LXX.
9. Cf. 1:3; Eliezer understands both and in02 as a
reference to people and not to places (cf. IQpMic 1:5).
10. Literally, "For a cleaning of sweepings of a field." The sense
appears to be the refuse that was collected from one field |
and dumped elsewhere. Poznanski says that according to the
knowledge of Eliezer, was the place where these "sweep­
ings" were put. Thus Samaria would be made a dumping ground
and no one would live in her.
11. RSV reads, "I will go stripped and naked."
12. , Poznanski transliterates this as estordiz which
is equivalent to étourdi. Ths verb étourdir means "to be 
dazed"; the adjective means "scatter-brained, thoughtless."
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13. RSV reads, "In Beth-le-aphrah."
14. RSV margin reads, "Who gives beautiful words."
15. The edited text has 71 ,^% , but the ms. reads as earlier
in the comments.
16. The ms. specifically points the words, lilWj? h VAjI h Va .
17. The ms. has a break here, whereas the edited text does not.
18. Poznanski says that the language is unclear and that Eliezer is
not taking VifNîl as a noun. In the ms. the words and
■»*7YNn are superscriptions to the text and perhaps best left 
untranslated as attempts to gloss the text. A certain amount 
of freedom is required to render the text into English without 
redundancy.
19. The edited text has "Israel," but the ms. reads "Judah."
20. “PUyN ; Poznanski transliterates this as son estai which
equals son étal, "his stall." The usual meaning is a butcher's
stall but it can also be extended to mean laying out one’s
goods. In this context it could thus mean "his support," that 
is, the staples he sells to them.
21. The printed text does not have a pause at this point, but the
ms. does; the pause yields a smoother sense.
22. ; Poznanski transliterates this as a deamender, which 
equals admender (or amender)-, "to make reparation; to repair, 
compensate."
23. Poznanski transliterates this as atteléz, from atteler,
"to harness, yoke."
24. The printed text has xin but the ms. clearly reads x’H , as
does the MT.
25. Perhaps Eliezer understands 0?niVw to mean dowry and not
dismissal in this passage. Childs says that some commentators 
have understood it this way: the mekilta takes it to mean
divorce (cf. B. Childs, Exodus. Phil: 1974).
26. The printed text has i T3N but the ms. reads 2?T3X , as also
the MT.
27. ; which Poznanski transliterates as faillance, 
'"faiUire. "
28. The MT reads n^n ill’n whereas Eliezer has quoted it as
n’Hii n?n.
29. The printed text has liixiliy but the ms. reads ruXllE».
30. There is a break in the ms. after -ryn , whereas Poznanski
runs the sentences together.
31. The printed text has A (133:5), but it should read
/n A (103:5).
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32. As Poznanski says, the ms. reads p x  ; but the MT
reads p x  ?iwn ’in.
33. The printed text has 2 Sam 10:22, but 2 Sam 6:22 reads TTV 1.
34. The gal and niph'al of these forms are both passive. For n*7p
--see 2 Sam 6:22 and Job 40:4. For nil see 1 Sam 15:9 and
Gen 25:34. For ign see Esth 9:1 and Jer 31: 13. But note 
that the form in the MT of Mic 2:4 is pi'el.
35. The text of Jeremiah reads n?221W ?3^n nyiA-Vx inn rather
than D’anui nyiA Vx inn.
36. The ms. specifically points ?X913Ï.
37. RSV margin reads, "Yesterday."
38. RSV, "with a grievous destruction."
39. ; which Poznanski transliterates as déraciner, "to
uproot; tear up by the roots."
1
40. The ms. reads i^^xP with p  written above it.
41. The printed text has O’DYlp whereas the ms. reads onYlp. i
42. n a i n  is not in the ms. and probably not necessary, since there
is no stop in the text after "in the midst."
43. RSV, "a noisy multitude," cf. BDB, "murmur; shew disquietude."
44. The same phrase is repeated in'the following line of the ms.,
an obvious dittography.
45. The printed text divides the line after aPin whereas the ms.
divides it after "Jacob."
46. The ms. specifically vocalizes it as ^
" ‘ i
47. Poznanski says that the ms. reads which he corrects %
to D]l??]ll . In fact, the ms. reads pjl??]?11. Poznanski |
is no doubt correct to render this as rorigefent from ronger, /i
"to gnaw, nibble."
48. The printed text has naa"? whereas the ms. reads na*?. y
49. The ms. has the pi. in this line but the sg. in the following
line.
50. The printed text has n'7’DXl , whereas the ms. reads n*7DXlV |
51. The MT reads n‘7ix noC ’?ax.
52. Probably a reference to the Temple mount.
53. TJ7YTTX j Poznanski transliterates this as adrézé, which
éqüâls dressé, "to set up, prepare."
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54. Eliezer substitutes i7*7x for 17*73/ (cf. Isa 2:3).
55. The printed text has inuaP whereas the ms. reads inPl?W.
56. RSV, "They shall flow."
57. The reference should read Gen 46:31, not 36:41.
58. This phrase is not in the ms. and probably not necessary.
59. The printed text has^^n but should read a ^ 1^3.
60. The printed text has 7 7nii hut the ms. reads 1771,1.
61. Or, "All the more certainly this is so since...." Eliezer is
utilizing the interpretive principle "from minor to major" 
to indicate how much more this will apply in the exile.
62. RSV, "Now you are walled about," following LXX.
63. RSV, "With a wall," following LXX.
64. The printed text has xiJl » whereas the ms. reads X’il.
65. The printed text h a s 771*7 xaP » whereas the ms. reads iil’il'? xa n?nw. *|
66. The ms. does not have *73/.
67. The printed text has n?n? whereas the ms. reads l^n?.
68. "Judah" is not in the ms. There does not appear to be a break
after in the ms,, but it may read smoother if there is
one. Alternatively, the text asks, "From whom will he go forth 
from Bethlehem?" then answers with, "His origins [are] from 
the ancients...."
69. As Poznanski notes, the ms. reads m y y a  '» IttV would seem most i
natural in the context and is used throughout the section.
■I70. The printed text has the pi. an?ai?X where the ms. has the *
sg. nnai’x.
71. RSV, "They shall dwell secure."
72. The ms. has a stop at this point, whereas the printed text does tl
not.
73. The ms. reads m ^ X O  not n*TAXa.
74. RSV, "They shall rule."
75. RSV, "They shall deliver."
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78. As Poznanski observes, Eliezer seems to be taking in the
sense of n"7X , "oak; terebinth tree," or , "mighty tree."
79. RSV, "He has showed you, 0 man, what is good." Eliezer is taking i
DIX as the subject rather than a vocative.
80. The ms. reads x ^ i u n p  which Poznanski has emended to read f
simplicité. In his note on this, Poznanski says that the French
term in the ms. makes no sense and that what is required is a -I
term that denotes simplicity or modesty.
81. The printed text has nplY whereas the mss reads piy.
82. Eliezer evidently is taking nxi? to be from nxi and not from
XI?.
83. The ms. has yixn whereas the MT reads n?lAn.
84. The ms. has whereas the MT reads PXH. j
J85. RSV, "Can I forget the treasures of wickedness in the house of
the wicked."
86. RSV, "Therefore I have begun to smite you, making you desolate
because of your sins."
87. Cf. NEB, "I stayed among them, dumbfounded."
88. The ms. repeats bDlxn iinm AXP?1 from the previous line;
Poznanski omits this obvious dittography, but fails to note ]
it.
89. P3DP11 ; Poznanski transliterates this as debatement, which
is equivalent to abattement, "prostration; to be low-spirited." 4
90. RSV, "But not save." Eliezer is taking x'73 in the active
sense of the qal, rather than the passive sense of the pi'el 
or hiph'il, "to bring to safety." This also explains his
comments in the previous line on A Pill .
91. The printed text has in'73X? whereas the ms. reads im'7DX?.
92. The ms. does not have the conjunction before "mourning" but the
text reads smoother if one is present.
93. The printed text has the sg. 1XP3 whereas the ms. has the pi.
11XP3.
94. The printed text should read Exod 28:22 and not Exod 28:24.
95. iy?1 l?Vy T?A?1 is an odd construction and seems out of place
here; perhaps this anticipates vs 5, "Put no trust in a 
neighbour."
96. The ms. specifically points this as a pi.
97. Poznanski emends the text to 1*73/1 and cites the ms. as reading
1*73/ . In fact, the ms. clearly reads 7*73/ and with the quota­
tion of 4:11, the 1st sg. is appropriate. Also, Poznanski
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cites the ms. as reading Iflixn in the next line. Again, A
the ms. actually reads imXîl and thus there is no need to 
call for emendation or correction.
98. RSV, "And from Egypt to the River."
99. Contrary to Poznanski’s note, the ms. clearly reads jHS and not
019.
100. RSV, "From mountain to mountain."
101. Isa 11:16, "And there will be a highway from Assyria for the
remnant which is left of his people, as there was for Israel
when they came up from the land of Egypt."
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